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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ox Wepyzspay Mr. Justice Wricur announced that in 
future a supervision order would direct the liquidator t» file 
his report quarterly, instead of monthly as heretofore ; also that 
in future where the hearing of a petition for winding up was 
adjourned, no costs of the adjournment would be given unless 
a special order was made as to such costs. 





Iv « prisoner chooses to give evidence under the Criminal 
Evidence Act it is clear that he is bound by law to speak the 
truth. He can decline the ordeal, but his evidence, when given, 
must be given subject to the usual sanction, and if he wilfully 
gives false evidence he.is liable to be tried for perjury. Atten- 
tion was called to this aspect of the subject by Krvtey, J., at 
the Worcestershire Assizes recently, and he urged the necessity 
of checking the probable flood of perjury by the institution of 
ape against prisoners for that offence. He was satisfied, 

e said, that in five cases tried at Oxford the previous week four 
prisoners committed wilful and corrupt perjury, while in another 
the learned judge was of the same opinion, although the 
prisoner secured an acquittal. It is, of course, for the 
interest of innocent persons that the evidence of an accused 
person should carry all the weight possible, and this it cannot do 
if perjury is allowed to go on unchecked. But the judges, it is 
to be noticed, have the matter in their own hands.. Under 
14 & 15 Vict. c, 100, 6. 19, any judge, if it appears to him 
that any person has been guilty of wilful and corrupt Perjury 
in any evidence, may direct a prosecution for perjury, 
on Wednesday Rivtzy, J. followed up the remarks he had made 
earlier in the week by actually directing such a prosecution. 
The result of it will be watched with interest. 





Tue Companies Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vict. c. 26), was passed to 
remedy an admitted hardship in company jaw, and it is 
important that its provisions should receive liberal interpreta- 
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tion. It is satisfactory, therefore, to find that in Re May’s Metal 
Separating Syndicate (Limited)—the first reported case, we 
believe, under the Act—the application for relief was acceded to 
without difficulty. The Act provides for cases where, upon the 
issue of shares as fully paid up, there has been no sufficient con- 
tract filed under section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867. The 
court, “if satisfied that the omission to file a contract, ora suffi- 
cient contract, was accidental or due to inadvertence, or that for 
any reason it is just and equitable to grant relief,” may order a 
sufficient contract to be filed, and may direct that the contract on 
being filed shall operate as if it had been duly filed before 
the issue of the shares. The application for relief may be made 
notwithstanding that the company is in process of being wound 
up. In the case in question paid-up shares had been issued in 
consideration of costs and expenses in promoting the company, 
but in the filed contract—probably the usual subsidiary contract 
—the consideration was not disclosed. It has been settled by 
Re Kharaskhoma Syndicate (46 W. R. 387; 1897, 2 Ch. 451) that 
such a contract is insufficient under section 25, and the applica- 
tion was made accordingly to remedy the insufficiency. As the 
failure to comply with the statute arose from a mistaken view 
of the law, it was clearly a case for relief under the new Act, and 
probably many similar applications will be made. There was 
the further circumstance that the company was in liquidation, 
but no objection was offered by the official receiver and 
liquidator. Since the applicant had not the original agreements, 
Wrient, J., ordered copies to be filed. It is to be noticed that 
the applicant was ordered to pay the costs of the official 
receiver, though the learned judge disclaimed the intention of 
laying down any general rule. In cases where the duty of filing 
a sufficient contract has been undertaken by the company, it 
would seem that the costs incurred by a failure to do so should 
be borne by the company. 





Tue courts, as might be expected, are chary of appointing a 
judicial trustee in cases where private trustees are ready to act, 
and especially where the appointment is opposed by the tenant 
for life. This was exemplified in Re Ratcliffe (42 Soxicrrors’ 
JournAL 654; 1898, 2 Ch. 352), upon which we commented 
recently. There the tenant for life of the whole estate, who 
was also sole executrix, was acting in the trusts of the will, no 
trustees having been appointed by the testator. The residuary 
legatee applied for the appointment of a judicial trustee to act 
either jointly with the tenant for life or alone, the application 
being based upon the grounds of the age of the executrix—she 
was seventy-two—and of the difficulty of administering the 
estate. Kerxewicn, J., however, saw no reason for interfering 
with the executrix, save by requiring that a second trustee should 
be associated with her in the administration, such second trustee 
to be a private trustee, and the nomination of a suitable person 
to be left with the tenant for life. The residuary legatee was 
willing that all the expense of the appointment should 
fall upon the corpus of the estate; but, notwithstanding 
this, Kexewicn, J., refused to recognize any right in the 
remainderman to have a judicial trustee appointed in opposi- 
tion to the wishes of the tenant for life, there being 
no substantial cause of complaint against the existing adminis- 
tration. The same principle has been acted on by Norrn, J., 
in Le Chisholm (reported elsewhere), where there was equally 
little occasion for the interference of the court. The two 
existing trustees of a marriage settlement had contemplated 
retiring, but one of them consented to continue in the trust. A 
new trustee, against whom there was no objection, was 
nominated by the tenant for life. The trust funds were limited 
in default of appointment to the children of the marriage, 
of whom there were five. One of these had obtained an 
appointment of £700, and had then mortgaged his reversionary 
interest for £130. In February last, when it was anticipated 
that both the existing trustees would retire, the mortgagees of 
this reversionary interest took out a summons for the appoint- 
ment of a judicial trustee, and they proceeded with the summons 
although in March it was known that one of the trustees would 
continue to act. The tenant for life opposed the application, 
and no special reasons why it should be acceded to appear to 
have been offered. Nonrru, J., accordingly declined to interfere 








in the administration at the instance of the mortgagees of the 
fifth part of the reversion, and left them to pay the costs of the 
application. It must be taken that an application by a 
beneficiary for the appointment of a judicial trustee in opposition 
to the wishes of the tenant for life will be futile unless there is 
either a difficulty in obtaining private trustees or the adminis- 
tration of the estate calls upon some special grounds for official 
management. Any other interpretation of the Judicial Trustees 
Act would unduly extend its scope. 


Ove or the vaguest provisions of the Criminal Evidence Act 
is that permitting an accused person to be a witness “ at every 
stage of the proceedings.” It is impossible to construe this 
literally without being involved in a mass of absurdities. One of 
the suggestions that has been most frequently heard is that the 
words quoted allow an accused person to go before the grand 
jury. This point was lately submitted to the Court of Crown 
Cases Reserved by the chairman of quarter sessions for the 
Isle of Ely in the case of Reg. v. Rhodes. The court did not, 
however, hesitate for a moment in deciding that an accused per- 
son cannot give evidence before the grand jury. The Act only 
allows him to be a witness “‘ for the defence at every stage of the 
proceedings,” and those who argue that he may go before the 
grand jury must surely either read the Act without the words 
‘for the defence,’’ or else be ignorant of the true functions of 
that tribunal. The grand jury has nothing at all to do with 
the defence, and has only to decide whether the witnesses for 
the prosecution establish a primd facie case in support of the bill 
before them. If they were to hear evidence for the defence, 
they would be practically conducting a preliminary trial—and 
that in secret, for their deliberations are private. In fact, 
the grand jury would be a secret tribunal with power 
to weigh the evidence given on each side, and to 
acquit the prisoner if they thought the balance was in his 
favour. Hawkins, J., in his charge to the Essex grand jury a 
few days ago, commented upon a case in which the prisoner 
had been sworn and had given evidence before the committing 
magistrates. The learned judge did not go so far as to say 
positively that the Act does not allow the accused to give 
evidence at this stage of the proceedings, but he expressed a 
very strong opinion that it is inexpedient that he should do so. 
He also said that in his opinion ‘‘every stage” means every 
stage at which the accused is called upon to defend himself, and 
so the Act does not apply in indictable offences where the only 
question before the magistrates is committal or non-committal. 
This was probably the intention of the framers of the Act, but 
it is hard to see how a magistrate could refuse to hear 
the evidence of the accused if he insisted on being sworn, 
as he is expressly given the right to call witnesses on his own 
behalf by 30 & 31 Vict. c. 35, s. 3, and the Act clearly gives him 
the right to give evidence himself whenever he can call witnesses 
for the defence. At the same time, magistrates ought, we 
submit, to discourage an accused person from being sworn at 
this stage. It is very difficult sometimes for an undefended 
prisoner to grasp the difference between a statement and sworn 
testimony. Now, by the Act he is only to be called as a witness 
“ upon his own application,” and by section 1 (4) nothing in the 
Act is to affect section 18 of Jervis’s Act, which provides that the 
magistrate must ask the accused whether he wishes to say 
anything in answer to the charge. Unless the matter is made 
quite clear to him, he will very likely interpret this as an 
invitation to give evidence, and once he is sworn he may 
of course be cross-examined, and such cross - examination 
may seriously damage any-defence which otherwise he might 
have made subsequently at his trial. In fact, as Hawxins, J., 
said, cross-examination at this stage is equivalent to trying a 
man before his time, because it almost necessarily amounts to 
an attempt to convict the accused out of his own mouth. 
Another point was decided in Reg. v. Rhodes on the construc- 
tion of the Criminal Evidence Act, namely, that the judge 
has a right to comment on the failure of a prisoner to give 
evidence, although such comment “by the prosecution” is 
forbidden. As the prisoner was not represented before the 
court, we can suggest no reasons in support of any other 
opinion. ’ 
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In prosecutions for obtaining goods by false pretences, the 
be given of 
other false pretences not charged in the indictment, but similar 
This question was before the court last 
Now, 
the general priaciple is clear, that no evidence must be admitted 
which does not tend to prove or disprove the acts alleged in the 
indictment; and so, as a rule, evidence as to acts of the prisoner 
unconnected with the charge should be rejected, as a jury must 
not be influenced to convict a man of one crime by shewing him 
fo “ 


question frequently arises how far evidence may 


to those so charged. 
Saturday in the case of Reg. v. Rhodes (méntioned above). 


to be guilty of another. Where, however, several offences 


ar ne ‘ on 















and are all connected, one mayte 
hers 









to she aracter of ot ind to prove tke inte 2 guilty 
| \ know accused. hus, in Reg. v. Francis (22 W. R. 
663, 20. C0. R. 12 prisoner was indicted for attempting 


to obtain an advance from a pawnbroker upon sham jewellery 
Evidence was held to 
have been properly admitted that, a short time before the 
offence charged, he had obtained advances from other pawn- 
brokers on sham jewellery by similar pretences. This case is 
at in certain cases the 
previous misdeeds of a prisoner may be proved against him in 
The peculiarity about Reg. v. Rhodes was that 
evidence of false pretences made subsequently to that charged in 
Now, if a man has 
obtained goods by false pretences from A., B., and O., in that 
order, and is charged only with the offence against C., evidence 
may often be given of the obtaining by similar pretences from 
A. and B. to shew the course of conduct which led up to the 
offence against C. If, however, the indictment charges the 
offence against A. only, it cannot be said that the offences 
against B. and C. can be evidence of conduct which led up to 


by the false pretence that it was real. 
generally cited as an authority to shew 


evidence. 


| the indictment were held to be admissible. 


the offence against A., and the connection between the t 


offences must be much more strongly established than in the 
first example before evidence of the two subsequent offences is 
In the recent case the prisoner had obtained a 
quantity of eggs from the prosecutor by means of false pretences 
contained in an advertisement inserted in sevsral newspapers, 
and evidence was held to have been properly admitted of cases 
in which the prisoner had obtained eggs from other persons 
subsequently by means of the same lying advertisement. The 
court held that as these subsequent offences were committed by 
means of the same pretence, evidence of them was admissible to 
shew the general scheme of fraud carried out by the prisoner by 
This is an important extension of 
the principle upheld in Reg. v. Francis and in other more or less 


admissible, 


means of a bogus business. 


similar cases. 





Tue PowER of a local authority to take proceedings for the 
protection of the rights of the inhabitants of its district is 
illustrated by the case of Zhe Attorney-General v. The London — 

e 
action was brought by the Attorney-General on the relation of 
the Warwickshire County Council as the highway authority in 
Such roads, 
it will be remembered, are vested in the county council by 
It appears that 
the defendants’ railway line crosses a Warwickshire main road 
by means of a level crossing, the railway being, as usual, con- 
structed under the powers of a special Act with which the 
Railway Clauses Act, 1845, was incorporated. Section 48 of 
the latter Act contains an absolute prohibition against the 


North-Western Railway Co. (reported in another column). 


respect of main roads situate within the county. 


section 11 of the Iocal Government Act, 1888. 


running of trains over a level crossing at a greater speed than 
four miles an hour, and it was the habitual breach of this section 
with regard to the level crossing in question which gave rise to 
the present proceedings. Every level crossing must, of course, 
to some extent, interfere with the vehicular traffic along 
the road which is crossed by the railway, and the con- 
tention on the part of the defendants was that, if an in- 
junction against them were granted, the result would be 
that the slower passage of the trains would necessitate the 
closing of the gates across the road-for a longer period than 
underythe present system, and so would increase the disturbance 
of the traffic on the road; or, to put the point in another way, 
that no injury was shewn by the plaintiffs which would not be 
aggravated if the object of the action were achieved. But it 




















































was laid down, so long . as 1854, by Romutty, M.R., in 
Attorney-General v. Oxford, Worcester, and Wolverhampton Railway 
Co. (2 W. R. 330) that, in an action to restrain the execution of 
an illegal act of a public nature, the existence of a nuisance or 
injury need not be proved. In that case the Attorney-General 
would not even answer the affidavits of the defendants to shew 
that no injury was caused by the proceedings which they were 
adopting. That case was followed by Jzsset, M.R., in Attorney- 
General v. Cockermouth Local Board (Li, R. 15 Eq. 172), where he 
states the law to be that, in the case of an information to enforce 
the terms of an Act of Parliament, no injury need be shewn: 
“the Legislature is of opinion that certain acts will produce 
injury, and that is enough.” And the judgment of Sir 
Epwarp Fry in Attorney - General v. Shrewsbury, §c., Co. 
(21 Q. B. D. 752) (also an action relating to interference under 
statutory powers with public highways) is to the same effect. 
There is, therefore, no question as to the power of a highway 
authority in a proper case, with the sanction of the Attorney- 
General, to put a stop to the,interference with highways where 
such interference is a breach of an enactment of the Legislature. 
In cases of more ordinary obstruction of highways, very ample 
powers have been conferred upon county and district councils by 
the Highway Acts, the Public Health Act, 1875, and the Local 
Government Acts of 1888 and 1894. 





Tue Peculiar People have again, in more than one case 
during the last few weeks, been attracting attention to the 
manner in which they allow their children to die for want of 
medical attention, in obedience to their strange religious 
principles. Prosecutions of these people for manslaughter have 
been frequent for at least twenty-five years, and the law 
applicable to their case has been considered by the Court for 
Crown Cases Reserved in Reg. v. Downes (24 W. R. 278, 1 
Q. B. D. 25) and in Reg. v. Morby (30 W. R. 613, 8 Q. B. D 
571). In the first of these cases the conviction in question was 
affirmed, whilst in the second it was quashed; the distinc- 
tion between them being, that in the first case there was 
evidence on which the jury found that the child’s death was 
caused by the neglect to call in medical aid; whereas, in the 
other, the expert evidence amounted to no more than an opinion 
that the chances of life of the child would have been increased 
by medical aid. The law, as settled by these cases, seems to be 
that, as there is a statutory obligation upon parents to supply 
the needs of their children, an intentional abstaining 
providing medical aid is culpable neglect, whatever may be 
the motive for so abstaining. If death is caused = that 
neglect, then the pent answerable for that neglect is 
guilty of manslaughter, but affirmative proof is required 
in order to support a conviction, and it is not suflicient 
to prove a mere bability that life might have been 

longed by medical aid. A case was tried before Hawxuys, 
a a few days at Chelmsford, in which he gave directions 
to the jury Which, we submit, are neither in accordance with 
the views of the judges in the two re cases, nor with 
public safety. He told the jury that if they were satisfied that 
if a doctor had been called in the child would have lived, and 
that the prisoner had failed to call in a doctor through wilful or 
gross neglect, they ought to convict; but if the refusal to call 
in a doctor was from an honest belief on the part of the 

arents that such was their duty, the jury ought to acquit. 
This view of the law is very different from that of the court 
in Reg. v. Downes, in which the judges that motives 
are immaterial, that the law imposes a duty upon parents 
irrespective of their conscientious scruples, and that if neglect of 
that duty causes death, the parents are guilty of manslaughter. 
Hawxrns, J., further added that, in his opinion, such parents are 
in much the same position as the conscientious objectors to 
vaccination. This is a rather ing opinion for a judge of 
the High Court to express. Until the notorious ‘‘ conscientious 


objection” clause in the recent Vaccination Act became law, 
those whose scruples forbad them to cause their children 
to be vaccinated were frequently punished. Moreover, this 
, eg makes the only i 80 

e principle Y 
& positive we because he has a private opinion that the law is 


far as we know, to 


that no person is excused from obeying 








38 
— 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Nov. 19, 1898. 








a bad one. The judges have been lamentably weak in dealing 
with these Peculiar People, and a. great deal of death and 
suffering amongst their children has probably been caused by 
this weakness. There have been numerous convictions for 
manslaughter, but judge after judge has refused to punish the 
guilty, and after a lecture on the absurdity of his opinions, has 
let the prisoner go with a warning to him and his co-religionists 
that the next offender will be dealt with severely. The severity, 
however, never comes, and the lecture and threat are repeated 
in the next case. The legal position of those who from religious 
motives withhold medical aid from adults is by no means so 
clear. It seems not unlikely, however, that the question will 
scon demand the attention of the judges. 





Tux case of Friary, Holroyd, & Co. v. Singleton (reported else- 
where) was an action by equitable transferees of the benefit of 
a lease to enforce specific performance of a contract, alleged to 
have been made by service of notice under an option, contained 
in the lease, of purchasing the freehold of the property leased. 
The right to exercise this option was given, as such a right 
commonly is, to the lessee, his executors, administrators, or 
‘‘assigns,” and the plaintiffs contended that they were 
“assigns” of the lessee in equity, and therefore entitled to exercise 
the option. It was said that the effect of the Judicature Act was to 
— them in a similar position to that in which they would have 

een if there had been a legal assignment of the lease with the 
benefit of the lessor’s covenant to sell on the terms of the 
option. Walsh v. Lonsdale (31 W. R. 109, 21 Ch. D. 9) 
was relied on, where Jxsset, M.R., laid it down that a tenant, 
holding under an enforceable agreement for a lease, stood in the 
same position as to liability since the Judicature Act as if the 
lease had been executed. But a case like Walsh vy. Lonsdale, 
concerning as it did merely the rights of two persons under one 
agreement, did not help the plaintiffs. They were not parties to 
the original contract, and nothing short of a legal assignment 
could make them privies to it, and it is plain that a person not 
party or privy to a contract can have no right to compel specific 
performance of the contract: see the argument of counsel in 
Cox v. Bishop (5 W. R. 487, 8 De G. M. & G. 815, 821). 
Romer, J., therefore held in the above case that the plaintifis 
were not entitled under the lease as against the lessor to exercise 
the option. His lordship held that the word “‘ assigns” in the 
option had the same meaning as the word ‘‘assigns” added 
to the lessee’s name in the covenants entered into by and 
with him in the lease, “it meant the persons entitled 
to the term as between them and the lessor, and 
bound by and entitled to the benefit of the covenants entered 
into by the lessee and lessor respectively which ran with the 
term demised,” and it was obvious that the plaintiffs could not 
have sued the lessor’s assigns at law on his covenants in the 
lease. The cases of Cox vy. Bishop and Moore v. Greg (2 De G. & 
Sm. 304, 2 Phil. 717), in both of which cases the lessor was 
plaintiff, shewed that as between lessor and equitable assignee, 
even where in possession, equity gave no right to sue on the 
lessee’s covenants, or to call on the equitable assignee to make 
himself legal assignee. If it were otherwise, “ what would that 
be but for equity, instead of following the law, . torun 
before the law?” (2 Phil. p. 721, per Lord Corrznuam). 


Tux case of Wauton vy. Coppard, before Romer, J. (reported 
ante, p. 28), was the subject of a leading article in a daily paper, 
in which it was stated that that learned judge ‘‘had to decide 
whether a boy, or, rather aggregation, of boys, would or would 
not constitute a nuisance in the eye of the law.” In Harrison v. 
Good (19 W. R. 346, L. R. 11 Eq. 338) it was expressly decided 
that the carrying on of a national school was not a legal nuisance. 
That was a decision on a covenant against ‘nuisances ” only, 
and Bacon, V.C., restricted the word “nuisance” there to its 
technical meaning. The correctness of this construction was 
doubted by Linpiey, L.J., in Zod Heatly v. Benham (37 W. R. 
38, 40 Ch. D. 80), but the last-named case clearly shews that a 
covenant in wider terms is not to be restricted to a nuisance 
which would be actionable without any covenant, and it was 
the effect of a covenant like that in Zod Heatly vy. Benham 





which Romer, J., had to consider in Wauton v. Coppard in 
connection with the carrying on of a boarding-school for boys. 
The covenant in question, after specially restraining certain 
trades or businesses from being carried on, provided that there 
should not be carried on upon the premises any trade or 
business or occupation whatsoever whereby (inter alia) any 
injurious or offensive or disagreeable noise or nuisance should 
or might be occasioned, ca or made, and the learned judge, 
following in substance the words of Corron, L.J., in Zod Heatly 
v. Benham (40 Ch. D., at p. 94), thought that what the court had 
to consider was whether reasonable people living near, having 
regard to the ordinary use of their houses for pleasurable enjoy- 
ment, could and would regard the carrying on of the school in 
the ordinary way on the premises as causing an injurious, 
offensive, or disagreeable noise or nuisance. And after hearing 
the arguments and the evidence, his lordship answered this 
question in the affirmative. It followed that the carrying on of 
a boys’ school on the premises, whether technically a nuisance or 
not, would come within the prohibition of the covenant, and the 
court so decided, without considering the question which 
Bacon, V.C., had dealt with in Harrison y. Good. 








THE LIABILITY OF SOLICITORS TO PERSONS 
EMPLOYED IN THE COURSE OF LITIGATION. 


A pEcision given recently by Mr. Prrr-Lewis, Q C., the deputy- 
judge of the City of London Court, raises a question of con- 
siderable interest to solicitors. From the brief report of the 
case which has been published (which we reproduce elsewhere) 
it appears that a firm of solicitors who wera acting for certain 
of the parties in an action in the Chancery Division required a 
valuation to be made of public-house property with a view to 
procuring evidence iu the action. The solicitors approached a 
firm of valuers who stipulated that the fee should be seventy 
guineas, but shortly after they had entered on the work of 
valuing the order was countermanded. The valuers thereupon 
claimed a fee of ten guineas fur what they had already done, 
and sued the solicitors to recover that amount. The solicitors 
denied that there had been, in fact, any engagement come to. 
The fee of seventy guineas, it was said, had been objected to, 
and the valuers were not justified in commencing the work 
until the question of remuneration had been settled. This 
point, however, which was decided in favour of the valuers, 
is of no special importance. The solicitors further urged 
that they could in no case be personally liable, as the 
instructions for the valuation were given on behalf of their 
clients, and it was to the clients that the valuers should look for 
payment. According to the recognized rule in cases where 
solicitors employ persons in the course of the litigation, this 
contention was correct. A solicitor has to make the various 
cash payments required in the proceedings, and he is liable to 


—_ he himself employs—such as law stationers—to assist | 


im in work for which he makes a charge. But ordinarily, 
where credit is given, the person giving it is supposed to look to 


the client for payment. This is the case with witnesses, and the | 
employment of valuers seems to stand on the same footing. | 


The deputy-judge, however, held that the solicitors were liable, 
and gave judgment for the valuers for five guineas. 

The case of a witness who attends upon a subpwna served upon 
him by the solicitor for a party in a cause was the subject of a 
considered judgment in Robins v. Bridge (3 M. & W. 114). OF 
course the solicitor, if he chooses to do so, can undertake personal 
liability, but the question in the case was whether, from the 
mere service of the subpwna, there was an implied contract by 
the solicitor as principal ‘to pay the witness’s expenses. It was 
held by the Court of Exchequer that there was no such contract. 


“The attorney,” said Lord Axincgr, O.B., in delivering the 
judgment of the court, Tis known merety-as the agent, the 
oes not bind himself, unless he offers to do 80 by express words; 
he Sous not make himeelt liable for anything, aalaas it is for 


those charges which he is himself bound to pay, and for which 
he makes a charge.’ As instances where the solicitor is liable 
were mentioned the expenses of a stationer and the fees of the 
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officers of the court, The stationer simply assists the solicitor 

in doing work for which the latter makes a charge, and the fees 
? are ready-money fransactions for which the person engaged in 
‘ the court is liable. ‘It cannot be presumed,” it was said, 
“that the client would authorize [the sblicitor] to pledge his 
credit where no credit is given.” But in the case of a witness, it 
was pointed out, the circumstances are different. ‘‘He has no 
course of dealing with the attorney; he knows that it is for the 
party he is to give evidence; his obligation is to the party, 
and if he fails to attend it isto the party's loss.’’ Moreover, 
the witness is entitled to demand a reasonable sum for his 
!/ expenses before attending upon his subpwna, and if he chooses 
/ to give evidence without receiving payment or obtaining an 
express undertaking from the solicitor, there is nothing to Sind 
| the latter, either express or implied. 

A considered judgment was also given in Lee v. Everest (26 
L. J. Ex, 334), a case more nearly approximating in its cir- 
cumstances to the present. There a solicitor acting for the 
guardians of a parish had instructed a valuer to make valuations 
of property for the purpose of qualifying himself to attend on 
the hearing of an appeal against a valuation for a new rate 
and to give evidence to support the valuation. The valuer 
made the necessary valuations and also attended to give 
evidence, and after attempting unsuccessfully to obtain payment 
from the guardians and the parish officers, he sued the solicitor. 
The principle acted upon in Robins v. Bridge (supra) was, 
however, against him. ‘It is a clear rule,” said Pottocx, 

VC.B., in delivering the judgment of the Court of Exchequer, 
“that where a person is presumably acting as agent for 
another, the principal is bound and not the agent. An attor- 

ney is certainly in that position; he is the agent of his 
client and is acting in pursuance of his instructions.”  Rodins v. 
Bridge was an authority that the solicitor would not have been 
| liable had the valuer merely attended upon his subpena, and it 

\ was deemed impossible to separate between the actual giving of 
evidence and the valuations properly made for the p e of 
giving the evidence. It isto be noticed that that the valuer had 
in the proceedings communicated with the solicitor as solicitor, 
and there was no evidence to shew that the solicifor undertook 
personal liability. 

Another class of cases in which the question of the personal 
liability of the solicitor has arisen are those where the 
solicitor delivers a writ to the sheriff for execution. The 

mere delivery of the writ does n the solicitor personally 

Ve Table to pay the Toss oF the liner oneeuing it Revlee Busby 

6 “G_D—Pa+FF though wirere-the-solicttor requests that a 

particular officer shall be employed, this has Leen held to imply 

a contract by him to pay that officer’s fees (Jvster v. Blakelock, 

5 B. & OC. 328), In Brewer v. Jones (10 Ex, 655) it was held 

that the solicitor was liable, even where he did not select the 

officer, but this was overruled in Royle v. Busby, and the distinc- 
tion just adverted to was enforced. 

On the other hand, the test suggested in Robins v. Bridge, that 
the solicitor is liable if the payment is one which in the ordinary 
course would be a ready-money transaction, was stated in Maile 
v. Mann (2 Ex. 608), and was adopted in Langridge v. Lynch (34 
L. T. 695). In Maile v. Mann, where a bialifi’s fees were in dispute, 
AtpErson, B., said in the course of the argument: ‘‘ The 
question is, whether the attorney has any authority to pledge 
his client’s credit in a matter where it is the custom for the 
attorney to pay tie fees out of his pocket, where, in fact, it is a 
ready-money transaction.” In Langridge v. Lynch an action 
was brought against a solicitor to recover fees due to the clerk 
of the peace in respect of entering an appeal at sessions. In 
pursuance of the above test it was held that these were fees of 
which the officer of the court was-entitled to expect ready- 
money payment, and that, if credit was given, it was given to 
the solicitor and not to the client. 

Upon the principle established by the above cases there seems 
to be no reason to doubt how the question of the liability for 
the fees of a valuer employed to prepare evidence on behalf of 
one of the parties to an action should,be determined. The case 
is not quite analogous to that of a witness whose attendance is 
required on subpena, for, as already pointed out, the witness has 
& recognized right to refuse to attend unless his expenses are 











tendered beforehand, and that ciroumstance was an element in 


the decision in Robins v. Bridge. It does not seem, however, to 
be material to the real question at issue, which is—to whom is 
credit given by the person whose services are engaged’? The case 
of the law stationer is readily intelligible. He is employed by the 
solicitor as principal and it is not supposed that he is to look to the 
solicitor’s client for payment. So in the case of court fees 
which in the ordinary course are payable at the time. If credit 
is given for these, it is on the understanding that the solicitor 
will make himself responsible for their payment. But in 
passing to expenses for which credit is usually given, and which 
are incurred immediately on behalf of the client, different 
considerations arise. The person whose services are engaged 
by the solicitor knows that the latter is acting as the agent for 
his client, and upon the common rule determining the liability 
in such a case it is the client, as principal, who is liable. In 
general we think it cannot be doubted that a solicitor who 
engages the services of experts, avowedly for the purpose of 
litigation in which the solicitor is acting on behalf of a client, 2 
incurs no personal liability. , ' 








REVIEWS. 
LETTERS PATENT. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW AND Practice RELATING TO LETTERS 
PATENT FOR INVENTIONS. WITH AN APPENDIX OF STATUTES, . 
INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION, RULES, FORMS AND PRECEDENTS, 
Orpers, &c. By Ropert Frost, B.Sc., Barrister-at-Law. SECOND 
Epition. Stevens & Haynes. 


When the first edition of this work appeared, more than seven years 
ago, we were glad to be able to speak of it in favourable terms, and ~ 
the opinion which we then expressed may be repeated with greater 
emphasis with respect to this second edition, which leaves little to be 
desired either as a statement Of the law and practice, or as a monu- 
ment of the author’s industry and accuracy. The author and his 
publishers between them have certainly accomplished one somewhat 
remarkable feat, for while the book has grown by some 130 pages and 
the paper is still of satisfactory thickness, the bulk of the volume 
remains what it was. This is, of itself, a great boon to readers, for 
whom the dimensions of the work had already reached the limits of 
comfort and convenience, while the increase in the contents is even 

ter than a mere enumeration of the pages would imply, seeing 
that much of the type is in a reduced size, For this growth of 
material the courts, and not the Legislature, are directly responsible, 
for while the statute-law remains what it was, the mass of case-law 
has enormously increased, as may be seen from the merest glance at 
the row of voluminous patent reports which have come into existence 
since 1890, or at the table of cases, which has all but doubled. Mr. 
Frost has done much in reducing this accumulation of decisions 
within manageable limits. us 

The chapters into which the contents of the work are divided have, 
with hardly an exception, grown in volume, but the largest increase 
seems to be in that which deals with the actions for infringement, 
from which it may be concluded—and truly—that the author has 
given much attention to the details of practice, which are of so much 
importance to those who devote their time to actively pursuing this 
branch of law. We have o ed, in the course of our examination 
of this new edition, various details in which the treatment of the 
different divisions of the subject has been improved, and a truer sense 
of proportion has been introduced into the space allotted to them ; 
but there is no occasion to refer to these minutely. 

In some respects the improvements made by the author correspond 
to suggestions which occurred in our comments on the first edition. 
Thus the references to the reports —* the table of cases, and 
the index, which was already rather er than usual, has been 
largely amplified. If the author had, in his reprint of the Acts, 
omitted the which relate exclusively to designs and trade- 
marks, and filled up the space thus set free by inserting a few notes 
referring to the body of the work, some time might have been saved 
for his readers; and it would have been useful, in connection with 
section 105 of the Act of 1883, to have referred to the corresponding 
provisions of the Merchandise Marks Act. We have also looked in 
vain, both in the book itself and in the index, for any indication of 
the States which are now parties to the International Convention. 
It is, however, perhaps hypercritical to refer to these details. The net 
result of our examination of the book is to satisfy us that it is one for 
which the profession will very properly be grateful. 





RULING CASES. 


Ruuinc Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by Ronerr 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-“aw; As:isted by other Members 
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of the Bar. Witn AMERICAN NoTEs. By Irving Browne. Vol.|a red edging. A full index for the whole work has been 
XV.: JupGE— LANDLORD AND TENANT. Stevens & Sons/ compiled, and this is separately paged—it runs to 242 pages— 
(Limited). and is printed entire at the end of each volume. The result is that 


This volume of Ruling Cases is occupied by the headings, ‘‘ Judge,” 
“Jury,” “Justice of the Peace,” ‘‘ Land,” and ‘‘Landlord and 
Tenant.” The cases under the head of ‘‘ Judge” deal with the right 
of a judge to commit to prison for contempt, and his absolute immu- 
nity for whatever is done or said by him in his judicial capacity, even 
though malice is alleged against him. The latter principle, for which 
Floyd v. Barker (12 Rep. 23) in the Star Chamber is quoted as a 
ruling case, has been recently affirmed by the Court of Appeal in 
Anderson v. Gorrie (1895, 1 Q. B. 668). It is also recognized in 
America, and in Yates v. Lansing, referred to in Mr. Irving 
Browne’s note, Kent, C.J., stated the ground for it as em- 
phatically as it has been stated in the English cases: 
** Whenever we subject the established courts of the land to the 
degradation of private prosecution, we subdue their independence and 
destroy their authority. Instead of being venerable before the public 
they become contemptible ; and we thereby embolden the licentious 
to trample upon everything sacred in society and to overturn those 
institutions which have hitherto been deemed the best guardians of 
civil liberty.” Perhaps these words go beyond the quieter style of 
English judges, but the idea is thesame. The absolute independence 
of the courts is the necessary guarantee of justice. Under “ Jury” 
Hliddle v. National Fire, &c., Co. of New Zealand (1896, A. C. 372) is 
quoted to shew the circumstances under which a judge can non-suit 
a plaintiff, or, according to modern practice, give judgment for the 
defendant, when the evidence is not sufficient to warrant a verdict in 
favour of the claim, and the cases on the subject are clearly stated 
in the notes. The position of justices of the peace is dealt with in a 
series of eighteen leading cases, and under the head of ‘‘ Land” the 
subject of covenants running with the land is treated. The cases here 
are fewer in number, but all cf them are important. Spencer’s case 
(5 Rep. 160), Zudk v. Moxhay (2 Phil. 774) and Austerberry v. Corpora- 
tion of Oldham (29Ch. D. 750) are the chief authorities, and they contain 
the essential principles of the matter, but we should have expected 
Martin v. Spicer (14 App. Cas. 12) to be given to illustrate the effect 
of a common building scheme upon the rights and obligations of 
persons entering under it. Instead, Mr. Campbell prints Le 
Birmingham, &c., Land Co., v. Aliday (1893, 1 Ch. 342). 

The greater part of the volume is devoted to a full treatment of the 
case-law on the subject of Landlord and Tenant, no fewer than 
seventy cases being given as ‘‘ ruling cases” in thisconnection. The 
selection must have been a work of no little difficulty, but it appears 
to have been successfully accomplished, and this section will prove a 
very useful feature of the work. Among the more recent cases Baynes 
v. Lloyd (1895, 2 Q. B. 610) is quoted upon the subject of implied 
covenants for title and quiet enjoyment, and Barrow v. Isaacs (39 
W. R, 338 ; 1891, 1 Q. B. 417) on forfeiture for breach of covenant not 
to assign. We miss any direct authority among the ruling cases 
upon the effect of such a covenant, and 7'reloar v. Bigge (L. R. 9 
Ex. 151) might with advantage have been included. In the preface 
Mr. Campbell states that it is almost certain that the work will be 
completed in 25 volumes as originally estimated. The first was 
published in 1894, so that the series will apparently be complete two 
or three years hence. It forms a very convenient and valuable 
collection of the leading authorities. 





PRACTICE. 


THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1899, BEING A COLLECTION OF THE STATUTES, 
ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE GENERAL PRACTICE, PRo- 
CEDURE, AND JURISDICTION OF THE SUPREME CouRT. WITH 
Nores, Forms, &c. By Tuomas Snow, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, 
CHARLES BuRNEY, B.A., a Master of the Supreme Court, and 
Francis A. STRINGER, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of 
Justice. In Two Volumes. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

It is interesting to note the changes effected from year to year by 
the editors of the Annual Practice with a view to consulting the re- 
quirements and the convenience of practitioners. With the projected 
revised rules always impending, they would not have been without 
excuse had they decided to leave well alone and to be satisfied 
with past achievements. But this is by no means the policy they 
adopt, and the present issue shews an anxious desire to 
give the profession the best possible manual under existing 
conditions. Last year a change was made to which exception was 
very quickly taken. The tables of cases and statutes were removed 
from the first volume and placed at the commencement of the second. 
In practice this meant a continual turning from one volume to the 
other, and the tables have now been restored to the first volume. 
To redress this disturbance of matter the Judicature Acts and the 
Arbitration Act, with the notes thereon, have been transferred to Vol. 
IL., and their position in that volume is very conveniently shewn by 





the first volume is occupied exclusively by the Rules of Court, with 
notes, and the Practice Masters’ Rules and Tables of Official Re- 
quirements, all other matter being relegated to the second volume. 
Since the first volume, as thus recast, with the necessary apparatus of 
tables and index, is as large as it can be conveniently made, the 
editors appear to have exercised a wise discretion in the transfer of 
matter. 

Some interesting additions will be found in the notes, which, it is 
stated in the preface, have all been re-read. The new form of rule 1 
of ord. 16 on the joinder of plaintiffs has been illustrated by the 
decision of the Court of Appeal in Stroud v. Lawson (46 W. R. 626 ; 
1898, 2 Q. B. 44), and the various cases of the past year 
on the Judicial Trustee Act, 1896, are collected in the notes to that 
statute, which is now printed in Vol. II., at p, 598. Most inter- 
esting, perhaps, is the note on the summons for directions now 
required by the amended form of Ord. 30. As the editors point 
out, cases on this procedure rarely get beyond chambers, and there 
are, therefore, no reported decisions to secure uniformity. But while 
this is stated for the purpose of warning readers from trusting too 
much to the notes on the order, it is very useful to have the practice, 
as now understood to exist, expounded by competent authority. 
Utility, we may remark, is the note of the Annual Practice. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Reports of State Trials. New Series. Vol. VIII.: 1850 to 1858. 
With General Indices. Published under the directions of the State 
Trials Committee. Edited by Joun E. P. WAttis, M.A., Barrister- 
at-Law. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 

The Law Relating to Company Promoters. By W. NEMBHARD 
Hissert, LL.D. (Lond.), Barrister-at-Law, assisted by Frank W. 
RAFFETY, Barrister-at-Law. Efficgham Wilson. 

Compensation: A Contribution to the Licensing Question. By 


CHARLES CAGNEY, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. 
J. 8. Phillips, 








Sweet & Maxwell’s Diary for Lawyers for 1899, edited by Mr. 
Francis A. Stringer and Mr. J. Johnston, appears with some new 
features. The recent order as to fees under the Land Transfer Acts 
is given, the table of solicitors’ costs under Schedule 1, Part 2, 1st Scale 
(rack-rent leases) is revised in accordance with He Mc(arel (1897, 
1 Ch. 400); and in addition to the useful forms for the use of Com- 
missioners for Oaths, a table is given of commissioners’ charges. 
The information contained in the book grows every year more 
complete. 


We have received The Solicitors’ Diary, Almanac, and Legal 
Directory for 1899 (Waterlow & Sons, Limited), cuntaining the 
usual large amount of information, to which access is rendered easy 
by an index following the contents. We have tested the list of 
country solicitors to see whether it was kept up to date, and the 
results have been satisfactory. Messrs. Waterlow Bros. & 
Layton (Limited) also send us their Legal Diary and Almanac for 
1899, the information in which is of great variety and well-indexed. 
The provision of section 6 of the Finance Act, 1898, as to stamping 
orders for foreclosure absolute is duly inserted in the portion of the 
first-mentioned book relating to stamps. 


A learned counsel applied on Wednesday, says the /aily Telegraph, to 
Mr. Justice Kekewich, that an adjourned summons which was in that 
day’s paper should be postponed until the following day. Mr. Justice 
Kekewich: Why? Counsel: My learned friend, who appears in the case, 
is getting married, and cannot be here. Mr. Justice Kekewich: But Mr. 
will not in that case be here to-morrow?—No, my lord. Do you 
hold his brief ?—Yes, my lord; and I shall be able to get up the case by 
morning. Mr. Justice Kekewich: I think you had better go to the 
wedding, for you must be regarded as his best man. The hearing of the 
summons was postponed. 





Cordial welcome was, says the Daily Telegraph, given to Viscount 
Esher, ex-Master of the Rolls, when he paid a return visit to Appeal 
Court 1 on Wednesday morning. All present rose respectfully to receive 
him, and after greetings by the Lords Justices, a seat was placed for 
him on the bench, from which he watched as a spectator the legal 
business over which for so many years he had actively presided. The 
‘Grand Old Man”’ of the Bench, who was born a few weeks after 
Waterloo, and has the longest record of any liviog judge, looked hale 
and strong, aud quite capable.of unravelling the complicated point of 
patent law which was being argued, if he had been called to do so. 
Apparently the familiar scene pleased him, for after going out to lunch 
with the judges, he returned to the court, and stayed till near the hour of 
rising. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


OWNERS OF CARGO ON BOARD THE WAIKATO v. THE NEW ZEALAND 
SHIPPING CO. (LIM.) No.1. 9th Nov. 


Sure—Britt or Laprinc—Excertions—“ Derecrs Latent on BEGINNING 
or VoyAGE or OTHERWISE.”’ 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Bigham, J., on the trial of a 
preliminary question (reported 1898, 1 Q. B. 645). The action was brought 
by the owners of a cargo of wool shipped on board the defendants’ shi 
Waikato to recover damages for breach of a contract of carriage containe 
in a bill of lading. The bill of lading contained, among other exceptions, 
the following: ‘‘ Loss or damage arising from accidents to or defects 
latent on beginning of voyage or otherwise in hull, tackle, boilers, or 
machinery, or their appurtenances.’’ It was admitted for the purpose of 
the preliminary question that the parts of the hold in which the wool was 
stowed were insulated for refrigerating purposes in such a way that they 
could not be properly ventilated, and that in consequence of that defect 
the wool was damaged. It was also assumed that such defect was a 
patent defect at the beginning of the voyage. The preliminary question 
was whether the defect was an excepted defect within the meaning of the 
terms of the bill of lading. It was contended on the part of the 
defendants that the words ‘‘or otherwise’’ covered defects of all kinds 
whether existing at the beginning of the voyage or arising during the 
voyage. The learned judge gave judgment for the plaintiffs, holding 
that, though the exception would cover latent defects whether existing at 
the beginning of the voyage or arising during the voyage, it did not 
cover defects which were patent at the pag = fy the voyage. The 
defendants appealed, and it was argued on their behalf that it was 
insensible to construe “or otherwise ’’ as meaning “‘ or afterwards.”” The 
exception was undoubtedly intended to include all defects arising after the 
commencement of the voyage, and the object of this particular wording 
was to include all defects at the commencement of the voyage whether 
latent or not latent. 

Tue Covrr (A. L. Ssrru, Rieny, and Corzins, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

A. L. Suirn, L.J., said he entirely agreed with Bigham, J. The 
question was whether the shipowners brought themselves within the 
exception so as to exonerate themselves from liability. In his opinion the 
words ‘‘ defects latent on beginning of voyage or otherwise’? could not 
fairly be construed as including defects which were patent at the 
beginning of the voyage. 

Ricny, L.J., was of the same opinion. The natural antecedent of the 
words “‘ or otherwise ’’ was the words ‘‘ on beginning of voyage,”’ and he 
did not see that that construction involved any absurdity. 

Conins, L.J., agreed that the appeal should be dismissed. He. was 
inclined to think that the defendants really intended to include all defects 
existing at the beginning of the voyage, whether latent or patent; but, if 
so, they ought to have made their meaning clear. They had used 
ambiguous words, and therefore they were not entitled to succeed in the 
action.—CovnseEL, Joseph Walton, Q.C., and F. Laing; Asquith, Q.C., and 
Scrutton. Soxicrrors, Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton; Thomas Cooper 
§ Co. 

{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


HUTCHINGS v. SEAFORD URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
10th Nov. 


Loca GoverNment—Drarnace Scueme—Carniace or Sewer Turover 
Private Lanps—Norice to Ownrer—Surveyor’s Rerort—‘ NEcEs- 
sary ’’—Insuncrion—Puntic Heatru Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 
55), s. 16. 

-\ppeal from a decision of Channell, J., sitting as Vacation Judge 

(reported 42 Soxicrrons’ Jovunat, p. 778). The plaintiff, Mr. A. B. 


No. 2. 


er 
the plaintiff adjoining 
e, both in the couhty of 


Hutchings, moved for an injunction to restrain the defendants, their 
| joann, servants, and agents unttt-te trial of the action oF Purth 
\/ | tl gh urn 
i Suasé: ex, and known as the Sutton estate, -and from opening the soil or 
laying pipes thereunder. e plam was, an for upwards of 


oa ote ea ane DEO Ww 
| \the high eading from Seafo: 


Treen ce r months been, the absolute owner in fee simple of an estate 
situate in the parish of Sutton-cum-Seaford, near Eastbourne, in the 
county of Sussex, commonly known as the Sutton estate. Part of such 
estate adjoined the high road leading from Seaford to Eastbourne, and on 
that road a sewer had recently been laid. Parallel with the high road 
there ran another road, known as the Sutton-drove, and a road called 
Hindover-road ran into it at an angle. All the land between the high 
road and Sutton-drove was the plaintiffs property. A drainage scheme 
Was in progress at Seaford, and as part of the scheme it was desired 
to drain certain houses on the Hindover-road which were at present 
drained by a cesspool arrangement. On the 23rd of August, 1898, the 
defendants served the plaintiff with the following notice, dated the 
22nd of August, 1898: ‘ Take notice that the urban district council 
for the urban district of Seaford, in the county of Sussex, intend 
under and by virtue of the powers in that behalf conferred upon them 
by the Public Health Act, 1875, to carry a sewer into, through, or 
under certain lands in the district of which you are the owner—that is 
to say, across the lands situated between Sutton-drove and Eastbourne- 
road, in the parish of Seaford, from points A and B as shown on the 
enclosed plan.’’ On the 29th of August the defendants acted upon the 
notice by entering upon the plaintiff’s land and commencing the works. 





The only report made by the defendants’ surveyor to them as to the 
necessity for het: Wy sewer ——— the plaintiff’s land was in the 
following terms: ‘‘ The ceespool into which the houses in Hindover-road 
drain has again filled, and requires emptying. I have had great difficulty 
in finding a place for the = of its contents, and have had tear: is 
nearly half-a-mile. I consider it very necessary that the property should 
be drained into the main system, which is now laid sufficiently far to 
connect in Sutton-road. The course should be across the fields into 
Sutton-road at right angles.’”’ The plaintiff contended that the notice, 
being only a five-day notice, was not a reasonable notice as required by 
the Public Health Act, 1875, s. 16, and, further, that the report made by 
the surveyor did not shew that it appeared to be necessary that the sewer 
should be carried through the plaintiff’s land as required by the section. 
The report merely said that the course ‘‘should”’ be across the fields; not 
that that route was necessary. By the Public Health Act, 1875, s. 16: 
** Any local authority may carry any sewer through, across, or under any 
turnpike-road, or any street or place laid out as, or intended for, a street, 
or under any cellar or vault which may be under the pavement or carriage- 
way of any street, and, after giving reasonable notice in writing to the 
owner or occupier (if on the report of the surveyor it appears necessary), 
into, through, or under any ds whatsoever within their district.” 
Channell, J., refused to grant an injunction, saying that the real question 
was merely one as to the amount of compensation to be paid by the 
defendants. The defects (if any) in the notice and report could be 
remedied in a very short time. e plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Court (Lixviey, M.R., and Currry and Vavenan Wiiiiams, L.JJ.), 
without calling upon counsel for the respondents, dismissed the appeal, 
without making any order except that costs be costs in the action. Appeal 
dismissed.—Covunse., Vernon Smith, Q.C., and Buckmaster ; Swinfen Lady, 
Q.C., and Seddon. Soxicrrorns, Webb, Nichols, § Allinson ; Coode, Kingdon, 
§ Cotton, for I. Vinall, Lewes. ¥y 

[Reported by W. Suaticross Goppanp, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MORRISON ». THE TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, AND INSURAN“‘E \ 
CORPORATION (LIM.). No. 2. 10th Nov. 


CompaNy—Suares—Forrerture or Partty Patp-vye Suanes—Powenr or 
Company to Sait, Same—Re-1ssve at A Discount—VAa.ipiry. 


Appeal of the plaintiff from a decision of Romer, J. (reported ante, p. 13). 
The plaintiff moved for an injunction to restrain the defendant company 
from carrying into effect an ent of the 16th of August, 1898, made 
between the company and the Stock Conversion and Investment Trust 
(Limited) and others as being w/tra vires. The defendant corporation had 
in its possession 11,447 ordinary £10 shares which had been forfeited, and on 
which £2 5s. was credited as paid. Under the agreement it was proposed 
that these shares should be allotted to some of the shareholders at £1 10s. 
for each forfeited share. Article 26 of the articles of association was as 
follows: ‘‘ Any share so forfeited shall be deemed to be property of the 
company, and the directors may sell, re-allot, and otherwise dispose of the 
same in such manner as they think fit.”” Romer, J., refused the motion, 
being of opinion that the directors were entitled to sell the shares in 
question as partly paid up. The case fell within the provisions of the 
articles. The plaintiff appealed, and urged that the transaction really 
amounted to a re-issue of the shares at a discount, which was u/tra vires and 
ought to be restrained. 

Tue Court (Linptey, M.R., and Curry and Vavonan WriuiaMs, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal without calling upon the respondents’ counsel. 

Linp.ey, M.R.—I think Romer, J.,is right. Idon’t think there is any- 
thing in this point ; it is new and of course we have to consider it. I do 
not see why a company having power to forfeit shares should be compelled 
to sell those shares and ignore the calls which have been already paid. It 
does not follow from the principle already laid down, that a company may 
not issue shares at a discount, that this company is transgressing that. 
We are asked to ray as a matter of law that we must ignore the fact that 
money has been paid on these shares. Why not look the facts in the face 
and treat these shares as ha been already received in part? That 
is the common sense view of it; the ap must be dismissed with costs. 

Currry, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. In my opinion there is nothing 
in this case to prevent the directors issuing forfeited shares with a credit 
of what has been already paid up; it is not proposed to sell so that the 
company will not get the full amount of £10. e company have got so 
much already ; they are entitled to sell them credited with that amount, 
and the transaction does not fall within the prohibitions of the Act. 

Vavenan Wits, L J.—I — agree. Idon’t quite gather the 
use of the word ‘‘issue.’”” We have only to look at the present article to 
see what the operation really is when there is a forfeiture. The power of 
transfer has passed from the original holder to the company, and the 
company can then transfer on their own terms. Appeal dismissed.— 
CounseL, Mulligan, Q.C., and Stirling ; Swinfen Eady, QO., and Kirby. 
Soxicrrons, Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, § Co. ; Slaughter § May. = 

[Reported by W. SHALLCROSS GODDARD, Barrister-at-Law.) “| 


THOMAS HUBBUCK & SONS (LIM.) ». WILKINSON, HEYWOOD, & 
CLARK (LIM.). No, 2. 29th Oct. and 8th Nov. 


Practice—Srraixina ovr Srarement or Cirarim—“‘ Reasonas_e OAvse oF 
Action ’’—Powsr to Enter Jupement ron Darenpant—R. 8. C., ond. 
XXYV., ne. 2 anv 4, 


Appeal of the defendants from an order of Kennedy, J., at chambers. 
The action was brought for an injunction and damages in respect of an 
alleged trade libel. The plaintiff and defendant companies carry on 
similar businesses as oil merchants and nt manufacturers. The 
plaintiffs have a large export business of white zine to China and Japen 
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and the East generally; this is known as ‘‘ Hubbuck’s Patent White 


Zinc.” ‘The defendants’ zinc is known as ‘ Bell Brand Genuine White 
Zinc.’”’? In April, 1898, the defendants published and issued a circular in 


China and Japan calling attention to certain tests and experiments which 
had been applied to the two rival zincs. The circular closed with these 
words: ‘‘ Judging the finished work it is quite evident that W., H., & C.’s 
tzinc has a slight advantage over Hubbuck’s, but for all practical purposes 
chey can be regarded as being in every respect equal.’’ The plaintiffs 
Womplained that the circular implied that the white zinc of the defendants 
c as superior to that of the plaintiff: or at least equal to it at a much 
aheaper price, and that the white zinc of the plaintiffs was adulterated 
bnd not genuine. The plaintiffs then alleged generally that they had 
tieen injured in their trade and business and had suffered in their reputa- 
ston and credit by reason of the said libel. The defendants applied to 
‘Lrike out the statement of claim as shewing no reasonable cause of action. 
a he master ordered it to be struck out unless it should be amended within 
a specified time by shewing special damage with full particulars. 
ennedy, J., in chambers, affirmed this order. The defendants, wishing 
to — an unconditional order to strike out, appealed to the Court of 
Appeal, 
Tue Court (Linpuey, M.R., and Currry and Vavcuan Wi.1aMs, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 
Nov. 8.—The written judgment of the court was delivered by 
Linpiey, M.R.—Thbis is an appeal by the defendants from the refusal 
of Kennedy, J., to strike out the plaintiffs’ statement of claim on the 
ground that it discloses no reasonable cause of action. The application is 
made under ord. 25, r. 4. Ord. 25 abolished demurrers and substituted a 
more summary procees for getting rid of pleadings which shew no reason- 
able cause of action or defence. Two courses are open to a defendant 
who wishes to raise the question whether, assuming a statement of claim 
to be proved, it entitles the plaintiff to relief. One method is to raise the 
question of law as directed by ord. 25, r. 2; the other is to apply to strike 
out the statement of claim under ord. 25, r. 4. The first method is 
appropriate to cases requiring argument and careful consideration. The 
second and more summary procedure is only appropriate to cases which 
are plain and obvious, so that any master or judge can say at once that 
the statement of claim as it stands is insufficient even if proved to entitle 
the plaintiff to what he asks. The use of the expression ‘‘ reasonable 
cause of action’’ inr. 4 shews that the summary procedure there intro- 
duced is only intended to be had recourse to in plain and obvious 
cases. The authorities collected in the ‘‘ Annual Practice’’ shew that 
the courts have always so construed rule 4, although sometimes, no 
doubt, a statement of claim may be so long and the facts so complicated 
that considerable time and attention are required to ascertain their true 
result, asin The Republic of Peruv. Peruvian Guano Co. (86 W.R. 217, 36 Ch. 
D. 489). If in this case it were necessary, in order to justify us in striking 
out the statement of claim, to come to the conclusion that The Western 
Counties _ Manure Co. v. Lawes Chemical Manure Co. (28 W.R. 5, L. BR. 9 
Exch. 218) was not taw and was iireffect overruled by White v. Mellin (43 
W. R. 353; 1895, A. C. 154), we should be of opinion that the question 
raised was too difficult and important to justify the court in summarily 
striking out the claim. But it is not necessary to consider any such 
question. The truth is that the defendants’ circular when attentively read 
comes tono more than a statement that the defendants’ white zinc is 
equal to and, indeed, somewhat better than the plaintiffs’. Such a state- 
ment, even if untrue and the cause of loss to the plaintiffs, is not a cause 
of action. Moreover, an allegation that the statement was made 
maliciously isnot enough to convert what is primd facie a lawful into a primd 
facie unlawful statement. It is not unlawful to say that one’s own 
goods are better than other people’s, and Allen v. Flood (46 W. R. 258; 
1898, A. C. 1) shewsthat malice in such acaseisimtaterial. Thefact that the 
defendants call their white zinc genuine, and contrast it with the plain- 
tiffs’ patent white zinc, which is not called genuine, is relied upon by the 
laintiffs as shewing that the circular is or may be fairly regarded asa 
efamatory libel on the plaintiffs~-i.c., a libel on them in the way of their 
trade. But when the whole circular is looked at, and it is found that the 
defendants state that for all practical purposes the two contrasted paints 
are in every respect equal, it is impossible to treat the circular as anything 
more than a disparagement of the white zinc paint made and sold by the 
plaintiffs. No ingenuity can convert the;circular into a defamatory libel 
on the plaintiff company, end if the action went to trial it would be the 
duty of the judge to tell the jury that no question of libel on the plaintiffs 
had to be considered. Wewill now consider the circular in its other aspect 
—viz., asa disparagement of the plaintiffs’ goods. From this point of 
view the case is undistinguishable from Zvans v. Harlow (5 Q. B. 624) 
and Young v. Macrae (2 Best & Sm. 264, 11 W. R. Ch. Dig. 111), where 


malice, falsehood, and damage were all alleged, and yet it 
was held that what the defendant there published was not 
actionable. The ground of the decisions in both cases was that 


fer a person in trade to puff his own wares and to proclaim their 
superiority over those of his rivals is not actionable. The principle 
laid down in these cases has never been questioned, and it has been 
emphatically approved in White v. Mellin (ubi supra). The defendants in 
this case give the results of some experiments with the two sorts of paint, 
and in paragraph 5 of the statement of claim the plaintiffs say that the 
report of the experiments is untrue, and that the trials were not fairly 
mude. But, supposing this to be the case, the result is not altered. 


- Paragraph 5 merely states more particularly what has been already 


stated before in yaragraph 3, where thé general charge of falsehood is 
made. Even if each particular charge of falsehood is established, it will 
only come to this—that it is untrue that the defendants’ paint is better 
than, or equal to, that of the plaintiffs, for saying which no action lies. 
The particular reasons for making that staterent are immaterial if the 





statement itself is not actionable. The statement of claim, then, as it 
stands, shews no reasonable cause of action, and the only other question 
is whether the plaintiffs should have liberty to amend by stating special 
damage as distinguished from general damage. In Evans v. Harlow (ubi 
supra) all the members of the court agreed that the declaration shewed 
no cause of action. Patteson, J., went on to say that an action for 
disparaging the plaintiff's goods would not lie unless the plaintiff 
alleged that by reason of the disparagement he had been prevented 
from selling his goods to some particular person. But in Young v. 
Macrae (ubi supra) it was pointed out that there were different ways of dis- 
paraging a man’s goods—that some false statement about them might be 
actionable if special damage could be proved, and Western Counties 
Manure Co. v. Lawes Chemical Manure Co. (ubi supra) was decided on this 
ground. Butin Young v. Macrae (ubi supra) it was also pointed out that, 
if the only false statement complained of is that the defendant’s goods are 
better than the plaintiff’s, such a statement is not actionable, even if the 
plaintiff is damnified by it. The judgments of Cockburn, C.J., and of 
Wightman, J., who was a party to the decision in Evans v. Harlow (ubi 
supra) are clear upon this point. Lord Herschell expressed himself very 
emphatically to the same effect in White v. Mellin (ubi supra), and he 
expressed his clear opinion that it could make no difference whether a 
defendant said that his goods were better than the plaintiff’s generally or 
whether the particulars in which the plaintiff’s goods were said to be 
inferior were specified. He pointed out with great force that, if actions in 
such cases were held to lie, the courts would be constantly engaged in 
trying the respective merits of the goods of rival traders, and the pernicious 
practice of bringing actions for mere purposes of advertising would be 
greatly encouraged. See also British Empire Type Co. v. Linotype Co. (C.A., 
July 8, 1898). The present plaintiffs’ case would not, therefore, be 
improved by tbe allegation and proof of actual loss, In other words, com- 
pliance with the master’s order requiring more definite allegation of special 
damage would not imprové the plaintiffs’ case. The plaintiffs do allege 
actual loss attributable to the defendants’ circular, and, if proof of such loss 
would enable the plaintiffs to maintain their action, it would be wrong 
summarily to strike out their statement of claim, although it might have 
been open toa demurrer before the Judicature Acts. See on this point 
Ratcliffe v. Evans (40 W. R. 578; 1892, 2 Q. B. 524). We regard this case 
as falling within the principle established by Zvans v. Harlow, Young v. 
Macrae, and White v. Mellin (ubi supra). It is not necessary to consider 
how the case would have stood if the defendants had not been rival traders, 
simply puffing their own goods and comparing theirs with thcse of the 
plaintiffs. If the defendants had made untrue statements concerning the 
plaintiffs’ goods beyond saying that they were inferior to, or at all events 
not better than, those of the defendants, or if the defendants were not 
rivals in trade and had no lawful excuse for what they said, it would not 
have been right summarily to strike out the statement of claim as shewing 
no reasonable cause of action. But the circular complained of is such as 
plainly to constitute no cause of action even if all the allegations in the 
statement of claim are true. Under these circumstances the appeal must 
be allowed, with costs here and below ; and, as there is no reason to 
suppose that the plaintiffs can improve their case by any amendment they 
can make, the court ought to exercise the power conferred upon it by 
ord. 25, r. 4, and order judgment to be entered for the defendants. 
Appeal allowed. — CounsgeL, Moulton, Q.C., and Montague Lush ; Lawson 
Walton, Q.C., Norman Craig, and Hodges. Soxicrtors, Johnson, Weatherall, 
& Sturt ; Fullilove § Co. 
[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp. Barrister-at-Law.]} 


HOBBS, HART, & CO. (LIM.) v. GROVER AND ROE. No.2. 16th Nov. 


Loca GoverNMENT—BvurILpinc Owngr—Partry Wati—Norice Stating 
“‘ Nature aNd Particutars or’? Prorossp Work—Lonvon Buripine 
Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. ccxtm.), s. 90. 

Appeal of the plaintiffs from a decision of Channell, J., sitting as 
Vacation Judge (reported 42 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 833). The plaintiffs 
moved before the Vacation Judge that the defendants, their 
agents, servants, workmen, and others employed by them might be 
restrained from pulling down, cutting, under-pinning, raising, or other- 
wise injuring or interfering with the party wall between the premises 
Nos. 75 and 76, Cheapside, in the City of London, and from appointing 
any surveyor under section 91, sub-section 3, of the London Building Act, 
1894, or otherwise until the trial of this action or further order, otherwise 
than in accordance with the provisions of the said London Building Act, 
1894. The plaintiffs were the owners of 76, Cheapside, and the defendant 
Grover was the building owner of adjoining premises, 75, Cheapside, the 
defendant Roe being his surveyor appointed under the London Building 
Act, 1894. The two premises were separated by a wall which is a party wall 
within the meaning of the London Building Act, 1894. The plaintiff company 
occupied the basement, ground floor, and first floor of the premises Nv. 76, 
Cheapside, as showrooms, watehouses, and offices, and the remaining 
portion of the building was let to tenants. The building was erected in 
or about the year 1888, and was specially constructed to carry the great 
weights of the iron safes and strong rooms which were on show there, and 
any interference with the party wall between that and the adjoining 
building would have to be carried out with the greatest care and under 
strict supervision. Ifthe party wall was to be taken down to ‘be rebuilt, 
or seriously interfered with, it might entail the removal of a large portion 
of the plaintiff company’s safes and the taking of other temporary 
premises by the company, and in order to make the necessary 
arrangements for this the company would require at least several 
months’ notice, otherwise very great; loss and inconvenience would 
accrue. On the 2nd of September last the plaintiff company received 


from the defendant Grover the following party-wall notice purporting 
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to be given under section 90 of the London Building Act, 1894: ‘I, 
the undersigned, being the building owner of No. 75, Cheapside, in the 
county of London, hereby give you notice that upon the expiration of two 
months from the date hereof I intend to exercise the rights conferred upon 
the building owner by section 88 of the above Act in respect of the party 
structure separating No. 75, Cheapside from No. 76, Cheapside adjoining 
thereto on the east side thereof, that is to say: To execute such of the 
works to the party structure as may on survey be found pe mnoaye f or 
desirable—namely, to make good, underpin, or re the same where 
defective or out of repair ; to pull down and rebuild the same wholly or in 
part, if (1) so far defective or out of repair as to make such operation 
necessary or desirable for the intended new building ; (2) not conformable 
with the regulations of the said Act; (3) of sufficient strength for the 
intended new building. ‘To raise or under-pin the same or any external 
wall built against the same as may be necessary or desirable for the 
intended new building. To cut into the same for any lawful purpose. 
To cut away any footings, jambs, dlues, or other projections, as may be 
necessary in order to erect the intended new building. To cut or take 
down such parts of any wall or building of the adjoining owner as 
may be necessary in consequence of the same overhanging the 
ground of the building owner in order to erect the intended new 
building. To perform any other necessary works incident to the con- 
nection of the said party structure with the premises adjoining thereto.” 
The contention was that the notice was under the Tonkin Building 
Act, 1894. At the hearing the defendants undertook not to act upon that 
of the notice which dealt with raising the wall without further notice. 
hannell, J., on that undertaking, made no order, being of opinion that 
the first part of the notice was good. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, M.R., and Currry and Vavcuan Wiis, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, on the understanding that the defendants would 
amend their notice and give fuller particulars, and then allow the plaintiffs 
i. month within which to reply. A coneent order to that effect to be 

wh up. 

Linpiey, M.R., said that the matter had been much discussed, so that 
their opinion was that the notice ought to be so clear and intelligible that 
the adjoining owner should be able to decide whether he should give a 
counter-notice. That was the key to the whole matter. Appeal dis- 
missed.—Counset, Mulligan, Q.C., and Gatey ; Alexander, Q.C., and A. H. 
Jessel. Soxicrrors, Savery § Stevens ; Emmanuel & Simmonds. 


[Reported by W. SuActcross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
FRIARY, HOLROYD, & CO. », SINGLETON. Romer, J. 4th Nov. 


LeasE—Option To Purcuase THE FreEHOLD—Ir Lessee oR Hts * AssIGns”’ 
SHOULD BE Destrous or PurcHastnc—E@vITABLE AssIGN—WHETHER 
EntItLep To Exercise Option. 

This action raised a question whether an equitable transferee of the 
benefit of a lease who bad omitted to take a legal assignment thereof by 
deed was entitled to exercise an option given by the lease to the lessee, bis 
executors, administrators, or ‘‘ assigns,’’ of purchasing the freehold of the 
— comprised therein for a fixed sum. The facts were as follows: 

y a lease dated the 24th of June, 1880, and made between one Stone, of 
the one part, and one Master, of the other part, the ‘‘ White Lion”’ beer- 
house, Aldershot, was demised to Master for twenty-one years from the 
25th of December, 1876, at the yearly rent and subject to the lessee’s 
covenants and conditions therein mentioned; and Stone thereby covenanted 
with Master that if Master, bis executors, administrators, or ‘‘ assigns,” 
should at any time dyring the said term be desirous of purchasing the 
freehold of the said premises at the price of £450, and of such his or their 
intention should give six months’ notice in writing to Stone, his heirs or 
assigns, he or they would convey such freehold to Master, his heirs and 
assigns, upon payment of such sum.. In the same year the freehold of 
the above premises was conveyed to the defendant, a widow and 
now of advanced age, subject to the said lease. The plaintiffs were 
the successors of a company (cailed the old company), to which 
the Friary Brewery and the freehold and leasehold properties used 
in connection therewith (including the raid leasehold premises), and 
any right of pre-emption of any of the leasehold hereditaments, were con- 
veyed and assigned by Master by indenture dated in 1889. The old 
company continued down tothe year 1895. By en sgreement dated the 
25th of June, 1895, and made between the old company by its liquidator, 
of the one purt, and the plaintiffs, of the other part, the old company agreed 
to sell and the plaintiffs agreed to purchase all the undertakings and the 
aseets of the old company, including the benefit of all business and other 
rights held by or on bebalf of the old company, and all rights of action 
and property of every description belonging to or held on behalf of the old 
company; and by a deed of trust dated, the 4th of November, 1895, the 
old company demised and the new company demised and confirmed to the 
trustees of the said deed (inter alia) the raid leasehold beerhouse for the 
unexpired residue of the said term except the last day thereof. On the 
14th of December, 1896, the secretary of the plaintiffs wrote to the 
defendant’s eon on her behalf: ‘‘ Re White Lion, Aldershot. Will you 
kindly inform me if you are willing that my company should complete 
this purchase at once, instead of waiting till next year?’’, and the plaintiffs 
relied on this letter as being a stuftieient notice of their intention to 
exercise the option given by the said lease of purchasing the freehold, 
which they claimed to be entitled to exercise as equitable assignees of the 
lease. They contended that their right was the sume as if there bad been 
a legal assignment to them of the lease with the benefit of the covenant, 





and cited Walsh v. Lonsdale (31 W. R. 109, 21 Ch. D. 9). 
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Romex, J., was of opinion that the plaintiffs were not entitled under the 
lease as again: t the lessor to give the notice, and the lessor did not become 
bound uuder the lease on receipt of the letter of the 14th of December 
1896, to sell or assure the freehold to the plaintiffs. The word “aesigns’® 
in the option had, in his lordship’s opinion, the same meaning as the word 
‘* assigns ’’ added to the lessee’s name in the covenants entered into-by and 
with him in the lease. It meant the persons entitled to the term as between 
them and the lessor, and bound by and entitled to the benefit of the cove- 
nants entered into by the lessee and lessor respectively which ran with the 
land demised. The plaintiffs, though in possession, could not have been sued 
at law by the lessor on the lessee’s covenants ; nor could the plaintiffs have 
sued the lessor’s assigns on his covenants in the lease. Nor would the 
lessor or his assigns have any right in equity to sue the plaintiffs on the 
lessee’s covenants by reason of the plaintiffs being equitable assignees of 
the lessee’s term and in possession : see Cox v. Bishop(8 De G. M. & G. 
815), Moore v. Greg (2 DeG. & Sm. 304, 2 Phillips 717). Walsh v. Lonsdale 
(supra) had no bearing on the present case. That was a case concerning 
the rights of two pereons under one agreement for a lease, and the decision 
was that the tenant, who was in possession, as between him and the land- 
lord held on the terms of the ent asif a lease had been granted. In 
his lordship’s judgment, therefore, in the present case no valid notice under 
the lease was given, and the action failed.—CovunseL, Farwell, Q.C., and 
Ernest Fletcher ; Neville, Q.C., and L. 8. Bristowe. Souscrrons, Peacock ¢ 
Goddard, for Capron § Sparkes, Guildford ; Ingoldby § Adkin. 


[Reported by J. F. Waxtv, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re CHISHOLM. LEGAL REVERSIONARY SOCIETY v. KNIGHT. 
North, J. 10th Nov. 


JUDICIAL TRUSTEEAPPLICATION BY MortGAGEE oF ReversioNrer—J vpictaL 
Trustees Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vicr. c, 35). 


This was an application for the appointment of a judicial trustee of 
settlement made in 1870 on the marrisge of the tenant for life. Subject to 
her life interest and that of her husband, the funds subject to the settle- 
ment were limited, in default of appointment, to the children of the 
marriage, of whom there were five, while three had attained twenty-one. 
£700 had been appointed to one son, who had mortgaged his interest to 
the Legal Reversio Society for £130. The two existing trustees, K. 
and W., had been desirous of retiring, but W. had consented to continue 
to act, and the tenant for life proposed to appoint O. to act with him. A 
person she had formerly proposed to a t had been objected to by the 
solicitor to the trust, but there was no o a to O. The summons was 
taken out in February, and it was clear that the applicants knew in March 
that W. was willing to continue to act, even if they did not do so pre- 
viously. For the respondents Re Ratcliff (1898, 2 Ch. 352) was cited, and 
it was eaid that the summons was improper, or, at all events, was im- 
pay persisted in after it was known that two trustees to whom no 
reasonable objection could be taken were prepared to act. It was said, 
moreover, that the appointment of a judicial trustee would impose nse 
on the trust estate, which was unnecessary, as other trustees were willing 
to act. 

Nortu, J.—The summons asks for two things: (1) The appointment of 
a judicial trustee and directions for vesting the trust property in him ; or 
(2) in the alternative, that the existing trustees may transfer the trust 
funds into court. The persons acting as trustees have been considering 
theexpediency of retiring. One of these two trustees, K., still wishes to retire. 
The other trustee also wished to retire, but has agreed to continue to act. 
The summons was taken out in February, and it is important to see if the 
applicants then knew the position of affairs. The solicitor of the trust 
was friendly to the solicitor for the applicants. The tenant for life says 
thet W. was willing to act, and that a new trustee she proposed to 
appoint was a fit and proper person. The solicitor of the trust knew 
what was proposed. There were five children, three of whom were of age. 
An appointment of £700 was made to the second son, who has mortgaged 
his interest for £130 to the applicants, who at the time the summons was 
taken out knew of the to appoint O. I see no reason why this 
appointment by the tenant*for life should not be carried out. hat 
grounds are there for getting'rid of W.? The applicants can only say 
that he means only to act fora time. But what right have the applicants, 
who are only mortgagees of one-fifth of the reversion, to come to the 
court and, in the absence ofthe parties entitled to the other four fifths, 
to ask for the a payne of a judicial trustee? In my opinion there is 
no reason to appoint a judicial trustee, as the tenant for life is prepared to 
appoint a person to whom no objection is made. I make no order, except 
that the applicants pay the costs of the summons.—CownsgL, Swinfen 
Eady, Q.C.; Stewart Smith ; Younger ; Eustace Smith. Soxiciroxs, Mear § 
Fowler ; Prince § Co. ; Cox § Lafone. 

| Reported by G. B. Hamiitox, Barrister-at-Law. } 
Re OWEN’S PATENT. Stiling, J. 8:h Nov. 


Patent — DisctaimerR — Penning Action ror Revocation —~ Patents, 
Desions, AND Trape-Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 57), ss. 18, 19— 
Patents, Designs, AND Trave-Maxrxs Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 50), 
s. 5. 


This case raised a question as to the construction of section 19 of te 
Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act of 1883—namely, whether the words 
“‘ by way of disclaimer’’ extend to authorize an amendment cf a patent by 
way of correction or explanation whilst prcceediogs are pending for the 
revocation of such patent. The application was made upon a summons 
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alleged by the plaintiffs in that action that the proposed amendment was 
not ‘‘by way of disclaimer.’’ The judge having required information as 
to the nature of the proposed amendment, the patentee delivered 
a copy of the specification showing such amendments. The summons 
was adjourned into court, and upon the argument it was admitted 
on behalf of the patentee that the proposed amendment was not 
in fact by way of disclaimer if the word ‘‘ disclaimer ’’ was to be construed 
in its narrow meaning. By section 18 (1) of the Act cf 1883 it is enacted 
that ‘‘an applicant or patentee may, from time to time, by request in 
writing left at the Patent Office, seek leave to amend his specification, 
including drawings forming part thereof, by way of disclaimer, correction, 
or explanation, stating the nature of such amendment and his reasons for 
the same.” Sub-sections 2 to 9 inclusive contain consequential 
provisions, and s:ction 5 of the Act of 1888 (which is substituted for 
sub-section 1 of section 18 of the Act of 1883) enacts that “the 
foregoing provisions of this section do not apply when and xo long as any 
action for infringement or proceeding for revocation of @ patent is 
pending.”’ By section 19 of the Act of 1883 it is enacted that 
‘‘in an action for infringement of a patent, and in a proceeding for 
revocation of a patent, the court or a judge may at any time order that 
the patentee shall, subject to such terms as to costs or otherwise as the 
court or a judge may impose, be at liberty to apply at the Patent Office 
for leave to amend his specification by way of disclaimer, and may direct 
that in the meantime the trial or hearing of the action shall be 
postponed.’’ The applicants argued that there had been a slip in the 
drafting of section 19, and that the section ought to be read asif the 
words ‘‘ correction or explanation ’’ were therein inserted after the word 
** disclaimer.”’ 

Sti.1nc, J., said there was no express decision upon the point, but in 
Re Armstrong's Patent (14 R. P. C. 754) Chitty, L.J., seemed to have con- 
sidered the point, and to have thought that the word ‘ disclaimer’? ought 
not to receive the wider construction. In his lordship’s opinion that was 
the true view, and as the proposed amendment admittedly went beyond a 
mere disclaimer the application must be refused.—CounseL, -Voulton, Q.C., 
and J. C. Graham ; Bousfield Q.C., and Buckmaster. Soxtcrrors, Ashurst, 
Morris, Crisp, § Co. ; 7.4 M. Solomon. 

[Reported by W. Scorr Tuompson, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL ». THE LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN 
RAILWAY CO. Bruce, J. 14th Nov. 


Rat.way Company—Levet Crossixnc—Srrep or Tratrns—AcTION ror 
Insunction at Instance or Country Councin—Rattways Ciavuses Con- 
soLrpaTION Act, 1845 (8 Vict. c. 20), s. 48. 


Action tried before Bruce, J. The facts are stated in the considered 
judgment of the learned judge. 

Brucr, J.—In this cass the Attorney-General, on the relation of the 
Warwickshire County Council, has instituted an action against the 
London and North-Western Railway for an injunction to restrain the 
company from allowing their trains to cross the Watling-street at the 
level crossing adjoining Atherstone Railway Station at a speed greater than 
four miles an hour. The main facts are undisputed. The Watling-street 
at the point in question is a main road within the meaning of the Highways 
and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 77), 8. 13, is 
within the administrative county of Warwick, and is vested in the county 
council pursuant to section 11 of the Local Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vict. c. 41). The county council, for the purpose of the maintenance, 
repair, improvement, and enlargement of and other dealing with such 
road, have the same powers as a highway board, and have the same 
powers as u highway board for preventing and removing obstructions to 
the road. The defendants or their predecessors in title obtained power 
by the 'T'rent Valley Kailway Act, 1845, to carry their railway across the 
road at the point in question on the level, and with this Act was incorporated 
the Railways Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, The 48th section of the last- 
mentioned Act cnacts asfollows : ‘* Where the railway crosses any turnpike- 
road on a levelad joining to a station all trains on the railway shall be made to 
slacken their speed before arriving at such turnpike-road, and shall not cross 
the same at any greater rate of speed than four miles an hour.’’ This latter 
enactment has never been relaxed, so that the right of the company to 
cross the Watling-street at the point in question is subject to the express 
terms imposed by the Legislature that the trains of the company shall not 
cross the road at the level crossing at a speed of more than four miles an 
hour. The only question for decision is whether the terms imposed by the 
Legislature can be enforced by injunction in this action. It is admitted 
thac for a long time past the company have disregarded the conditions 
smposed, and have constantly caused their trains to cross the level crossing 
at a speed greatly exceeding four miles an hour. The crossing in question 
is part of the muin line of the London and North-Western Railway, and it 
is said that about 120 express passenger or goods trains pass over the 
crossing every twenty-four hours. It is beyond question that the 
vehicular traflic on the road is seriously impeded by reason of the railway 
traffic. The railway line is worked upon the block system under the 
direction of the Board of Trade. Under that system the line is divided 
into sections, and the gates at the level crossing are kept closed across the 
roalso long as any train is witbin the limits of the section on which the 
c ossing is situate. In one direction the section extends 1,340 yards from 
the level crossing, and I suppose it extends nearly the same 
distance in the opposite direction, so that, before the approach 
of a train within a distance to cause danger of vehicular 
traffic, the gates are closed across the road and are kept 





closed until the train has” passed to a safe distance in the other 
direction. The result is that the gates are kept closed across the road 
from five to fifteen minutes at a time, and they are ordinarily kept closed 
against the public during the twelve hours extending from 6 a.m. for a 
period ranging from 275 to 319 minutes to 6 p.m., or for an average during 
each hour during that period varying from twenty-three to twenty-six 
minutes. The defendants contend in substance that the court in its 
discretion ought to refuse the injunction because they say that the incon- 
venience of which the public complain will not be diminished, but will be 
increased if they are obliged to slow down the speed of all their trains as 
they approach the level crossing. Of course, it stands to reason, if the 
present system is maintained and the length of the section is not lessened, 
that the trains, if they go more slowly, will remain a longer time in the 
section, and the gates across the road will consequently be closed for a 
longer period. The plaintiffs contend that if the trains are all compelled 
to slow down as they approach the level crossing, it will be quite safe to 
shorten the length of the section, and that, at all events, whether the 
trains go slow or fast, the company is not entitled, even for the purpose of 
the convenient use of their railway, unreasonably to obstruct the vehicular 
traffic or the road, and that the right of the company to cross the road is 
subject to the right of carts and carriages to pass. But, in the view I 
take of this case, it is wholly unnecessary for me to enter into these 
considerations. There are, no doubt, cases in which the object of the action 
has been to restrain a nuisance, and the courts have refused to act in the 
absence of evidence to prove that substantial injury has been caused by the 
acts complained of, or there has been some substantial interference with 
the rights of the public. But these cases differ altogether from an action 
such as the present, which is an information to enforce the express terms 
of an Act of Parliament. The Legislature, having imposed certain con- 
ditions for the protection of the public, it is the duty of the court on the 
application of the Attorney-General on the relation of the local authority 
charged with the protection of the public rights in question to enforce the 
provisions of the law. Jessel, M.R., in the case of Zhe Attorney-General 
v. Cockermouth Local Board (18 Eq. 172) said: *‘ Now, if I understand the 
law upon the subject, it is not necessary for the Attorney-General to shew 
any injury at all. The Legislature is of opinion that certain acts will 
produce injury, and that is enough.” [His lordship then referred to 7he 
Attorney-General v. Shrewsbury (Kingsland) Bridge Co. (21 Ch. D. 752) 
and The Attorney-General v. Great-Western Railway Co. (L. R. 7 Ch. 
767), and proceeded:] In the present case I think there can be no doubt 
that the provision inserted in the Railway Clauses Act respecting the 
speed at which trains should pass over the level crossing in question was 
intended for the protection of the public. The defendants are committing 
an illegal act in disregarding that provision. They have no right to pass 
over the Watling-street except on the terms imposed, and it is not for the 
court to disregard the terms which the Legislature has formulated, or to 
treat them as superseded or inoperative. The court is bound, upon the 
application of the Attorney-General, acting upon the relation of the 
public body charged with the protection of the public rights on the road 
in question, to grant the injunction asked for.—CovnseEL, Asquith, Q.C., 
Dickens, Q.C., and Bagnall Evans ; Sir Edward Clarke, Q.0., William 
Graham, and E. R. Moon, Soutcrrors, Field § Roscoe, for Field, Leaming- 
ton; C. H. Mason. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


PRESCOTT (Appellant) v. LEE (Respondent). Div. Court. 
11th Nov. 


PARLIAMENT—REGISTRATION—NoticE or OnsecTion—OmiIssion or PLAce 
or Anope or Oxssecrorn—‘* Mistake ’’—Powenr or Revisinc Bannister 
to AMEND—PARLIAMENTARY AND Municrpat Registration Act, 1878 
(41 & 42 Vicr. c. 26), s. 28, suB-section 2—Recistration Acr, 1885 
(48 & 49 Vier. c. 15), 8. 18—Locan Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 
Vicr. c. 41), s. 76—Recisrration Orver, 1895. 


This appeal was against the decision of the revising barrister for the 
trand, who had struck the name of the appellant, Thomas Prescott, off 
the list of Parliamentary voters for that division. The facts were tliese : 
One Hunt in his notice of objection to the appellant’s name appearing on 
the list, gave his place of abode as 106, Drury-lane, which was, in fact, his 
business address, his residence being at 50, Nelson-road, Wimbledon. 
Hunt’s objection was good in ‘substance, and was duly served. The 
revising barrister held that thé Drury-lane address was given by the 
objector by mistake, because he thought he ought to give an address 
within the borough. ‘The barrister therefore amended the notice of 
objection by adding the objector’s true place of abode, being of opinion 
that although the objector had intentionally given the address of his shop 
instead of his place of residence, he had power to amend such 
a ‘mistake’ in a notice of objection, and, having done so, 
he acted upon the notice, as before stated. The forms prescribe 
that the place of abode of the objector should be given in the notice 
of objection. The question forthe decision of the court raised by the 
appeal was whether what the objector had done intentionally, and 
honestly believing that in so doing he was acting in accordance with the 
requirements of the statute, was a “‘mistake’’ within the meaning of 
section 18 of the Registration Act, 1885, which gave a revising barrister 
power to correct. ‘hat section directed that the forms of instruction 
contained in the 2nd and 3rd schedules should be used and observed in all 
cases, ‘‘ but a disregard of any form or instruction shall not of iteelf 
invalidate any list, notice, or other thing.”’ For the appellant it was 
contended that the revising barrister had no power to make such an 
amendment. It was not a case in which the court was asked to order a 
revising barrister to amend a mistake, for a man could not be said to have 
made a mistake if what he did was what he intended todo. The revising 
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barrister had exceeded his power, and the objection being bad in form 
could not be acted upon as against the ap t: Barlow v. Smith (1 Fox 
& Smith 293), Smith v. Chandler (1888, 22 Q. B. D 208). The forms to be 
used were s3ttled by an Order of Council of March, 1895, made under the 
Local Government Act, 1888. Moreover, by the omission of the objector’s 
true place of abode, the notice was bad on the ground of want of 
description: Humphrey v. Earle (1887, 20 Q. B. D. 294). For the 
respondent it was urged that this irregularity in the notice was one that, 
being caused by ‘‘ mistake,’’ could be set right by the revising barrister : 
Adams v. Bostock (8 Q. B. D. 259), Bollen v. Southall (1884, 15 Q. B. D. 
461), Hicks v. Stokes (1893, 1 Q. B. 124). Section 28 (2) of the Parlia- 
mentary and Municipal Registration Act, 1878, empowered the revising 
barrister to correct any ‘‘ mistake ’’ which was proved to him to have been 
made in any claim or notice of objection. It was, therefore, a question 
for his discretion in each particular case; and, having decided that the 
alteration should be made, the court had no power to interfere. 

Tur Covurr differed, but in the result the amendment made by the 
revising barrister was upheld. 

Lord Russert or Kritowen, O.J., and Lawnance, J., held that the 
revising barrister had power to make the amendment under the circum- 
stances of the case. The a = therefore failed. 

Wits, J., said he differed rom the view that had been expressed by his 
brothers. He thought that the Act contemplated a mistake in the case 
where a man said one thing and meant to say another. It could not be 
said that a man had made a ‘‘ mistake’ if he said what he meant to say, 
and had been induced to do so by a process of reasoning which led him to 
say what he did. That was what had happened in this case. The 
objector, believing he should give an address within the borough, 
deliberately gave the address of his business premises, because his residence 
was situated outside the borough. To say that the one address was 
entered in the notice for the other by the objector’s mistake appeared to 
him to be a stretching of the word ‘‘ mistake’ ad absurdum. if his view 
were correct, then this was not a case in which the revising barrister had 
power toamend. Appeal dismissed, with costs. Leave to appeal granted. 
—CounseL, W. Graham ; Lawless. Soxicrrors, Ayrton § Co. ; Troutbeck § Co. 


[Reported by Exsxixe Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 


SANDERSON AND LEVI ». THE BRITISH WESTRALIAN MINES AND 
SHARE CORPORATION (LIM.), AND THE LONDON AND WEST- 
— ah gua AND FINANCE AGENCY (LIM.). Mathew, J. 8th 
and 9t ov. if -s 7, ‘ ni 


‘ 


Srock Excuance—‘‘ Poot AGREEMENT *‘ To MAKE A Price °?__ PLAINTIFFS 


¥IND THemseLves *‘ LOADED’? — DerenpDANTs Deny LiaBILITY TO TAKE 
ovekR SHares Boveunt ny PLartirrs In MARKET UNDER THE POOLING 
AGREEMENT—ALLEGE ILLEGALITY oF sucH A Contract—No EVIDENCE OF 
Decerr ox Fraup ny EITHER Parry—Action to Recover Money Parp 
ox PuRCHASE OF stUcH SHARES. 


Commercial cause. This was an action which was originally tried before 
Hawkins, J., and a special jury on the 26th of July, 1898, when after 
argument the jury were by consent discharged and the cause transferred 
tothe Commercial Court. The whole question was whether the “‘ pooling ”’ 
agreement mentioned in the pleadings was made, and if so, whether there 
was any power to make it by the defendants, they contending that if such 
an agreement as the plaintiffs now sought to enforce was in fact made by 
two of their directors, it was one to defraud the public, and consequently 
unenforceable in a court of law. The plaintiffs were jobbers on the London 
Stock Exchange. The defendant companies were formed for the 
promotion of new companies, and were worked by a joint board 
of directors, and a joint executive committee, In October, 
1897, the defendant companies held a — number of shares 
in the North Star Gold Mines (Limited), which was a company 
they themselves had promoted. The shares were not well received 
by the public, and the plaintiffs alleged that they were asked to enter 
into an agreement with one Luning, acting for the defendant companies 
to “‘ make a price’ for these shares on the Stock Exchange, on the terms 
that all such shares bought by the plaintiffs in excess of those sold by them 
thould be taken up by Luning on behalf of the defer.dants. ‘The plaintiff 
also alleged that a similar agreement was entered in’o by them on the 5th 
of November, 1897, with the defendants direct. ‘The plaintiffs dealt in 
the shares and found themselves ‘] ”’ with excess shares, some of 
which were ultimately taken up by The defendants, but the balance was 


| refused, and in respect of these shares the plaintiffs claimed £1,908. The 


defendants denied the alleged agreements, and fv.rther contended that the 
directors were not authorized to enter into any ssuch contracts which were 
ultra vires and illegal, their real object: being to ir duce the public to believe 
that there wasa bond fide market for the shares of the North Star Gold 
Mines (Limited) and that the shares had been di :-alt with in the market at 
apremium : Scott v. Brown (1892, 2 Q. B. 724). The defendants counter- 
claimed for £900, money they had paid to the P laintiffs in respect of their 
dealings in these shares, but the defendants.com tended that the directors 
who had drawn the cheque had done so without authority. 

Marturw, J., eaid that in his opinion the tm msaction must be upheld. 
Nothing had been said about the North Star + Gold Mines (Limited) dis- 
paraging to that company, and there was no » eason to sup that the 
shares in it were otherwise than of substantial ¥ alue, but there was a diffi- 
culty in getting the public to buy these shares. It was to the interest of 
the defendants that the public should be indu ced to deal in them, and 
with that object an ordinary pooling arrangeme nt was decided upon and 
the plaintiffs and Luning were authorized to can -y it through. No evidence 
jhad been given to shew that the arrangemen ¢ differed from what was 
‘done every day on the Stock Exchange, or that there was anything of an 

llega} or fraudulent character about it: A “ pooling” agreement per se 





was not i as being opposed to public policy, nor could it be said, in 
he abestioe af fraud, to’ bee a oontecet wlire virw of a board of directors. 
The plaintiffs, therefore, Were éntitled to judgment on the claim and on 
the counter-claim, with costs.—Counse., Lawson Walton, Q.0., and Danck- 
werts ; Robson, Q.C., and Montague Lush. Soxicrrors, Golberg, Langdon, 
Barrett, § Newall; C. A. Clulow. 


[Reported by Ensxine Resp, Barrister-at-Law. j 
THE QUEEN v. RHODES. C.C.R. 12th Nov. © | 


Ormrat Law—Fatse Prerences—Evivence or Smmirak TRANSACTIONS BY 
Derenpant— Ricut or Derenpant to Give Evipence nerorne Granp 
Jury—Comment ny Court on Farture or Derenpant to Give Eyrpence 
—Crmanat Evipence Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vicr. c. 36), s. 1. 


Case stated by the chairman of the Isle of Ely Quarter Sessions. The 
defendant was charged with having obtained from William Bays a 
quantity of eggs by means of the false pretence that he was carrying on 
business as a tarmer or dairyman, and required the eggs for use in that 
business, and was in a position to pay forthem. Before the bill was sent 
to the grand jury the defendant applied to be allowed to give evidence for 
the defence before the de - jury ; the chairman declined to permit him 
to do so, but reserved the question of his right to give such evidence 
for the consideration of this court. Dur the trial evidence was 
given by Elston and by Chambers on be of the prosecution that 
the defendant had obtained eggs from them under precisely similar 
conditions as in the case of the prosecutor; the transaction with 
Elston occurred about one week, that with Chambers about two 
months, after the transaction with the prosecutor. In all three cases the 
vendors of the eggs were brought into communication with the defendant 
by means of the same advertisement inserted by the defendant in the 
local newspapers. The evidence of Elston and Chambers was objected to 
on behalf of the prisoner, and admitted by the chairman, subject to the 
opinion of this court. A third question reserved related to the comments 
made by the chairman in his -up to the jury; he drew attention 
to the fact that it would have been more satisfactory if evidence had been 
called to clear up a matter which the defendant’s counsel had undertaken 
to clear up by evidence if necessary, and he pointed out that under the 
Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, it was open to the defendant to give evidence 
on his own behalf. The defendant’s counsel objected to these remarks as 
prohibited by section 1 (4) of the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, which 
enacts that ‘‘ the failure of any charged with an offence . .. 
to give evidence shall not be the subject of any comment by the 

rosecution.”’ On the question of the admissibility of the evidence of 
m'and Chambers, Reg. v. Forster (24 L. J. M. O. 134), Reg. v. Holt (30 
L. J. M. OC. 11), and Reg. v. Francis (L. R. 2 C. C. R. 128) were cited. 

Tue Courr (Lord Russext or Kitiowen, C.J., and Wiis, Waricurt, 
Bruce, and Daruine, JJ.) upheld the conviction. 

Lord RusseLt or Kittowgn, 0.J.—On the point as to the right of the 
defendant to give evidence before the grand jury the chairman was, in my 
opinion, clearly right. The question turns on the construction of section 1 
of the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, which enacts that “‘every person 
charged with an offence . . . shall be a competent witness for the 
defence at every s of the proceedings.’ It is clear that that gives oniy 
a limited right to the person charged ; he may be called for the defence 
only. The grand jury have fothing to do with the defence. Their 
functions are well known and understood. They have to hear the 
witnesses or some of the witnesses for the prosecution in order to decide 
whether there is a primé facie case to be tried before the petty jury, when the 
prisoner can be heard by himself or his counsel. The Act does not intro- 
duce such a novelty as the of witnesses for the defence before the 

d jury. Even if a prisoner give evidence before them and was 
Cae, they could not act on his evidence, for they have only to say if there 
isa primé facie case against him. The second t is whether the evidence 
of Elston and Chambers was admissible. The pretences alleged to have 
been made by the defendant were that he was —— the business of a 
farmer or dairyman, and advertised for a considerable time his want of eggs 
for that business, whereas he had'no such business and was not in a position 
to pay for the eggs which he advertised for. Elston and Chambers were 

ed to prove that, on the same advertisement which deceived the 
prosecutor, they also supplied {eggs on the same false pretences. If this 
had occurred before, and not remotely before, the date of the transaction 
with the prosecutor their evidence would clearly have been admissible. 
But we are now told that their transactions were in the one case a week 
and in the other two months after the dealing with the prosecutor. That 
is the crux of the matter. Looking at the facts in this case, the real 
charge was that the defendant was on a course of sham or 
business. If there had been merely one isolated transaction with the 
prosecutor, and then two months afterwards another isolated transaction 
with another person, I should not have been to admit this 
evidence. But on the whole I think it was admissible on the ground that 
the allegation was one scheme of fraud carried on by a series of advertise- 
ments. The transactions were so connected together by the advertisement 
that the evidence was admissible. I eay nothing in conflict with Reg. V. 
Hoit: there the transactions were distinct, and the later one threw no 
light on the earlier one. Reg. v. Francis is nearer to the t case ; 
though the disputed evidence there was of a fact anterior to the trans- 
action upon which the was founded, the reasoning in the judgment 
is applicable to the admissibility of evidence of subsequent facts where 
there is a nexus or connection between the acts charged in the indictment 
aud the acts of which the evidence is given, such as the nexus I have 
pointed out here. As to the third point, the defendant’s counsel cross- 
examined a witness as to a point connected with the business carried on at 
the address of the defendant, and eid that he-would clear the matter up 
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when he came to the defence, and, if necessary, call evidence. But he 
called no evidence, and the chairman drew attention to the fact that the 
defendant had not been called. There is nothing in the Criminal Evidence 
Act, 1898, to take away the right of the presiding judge to comment on 
the evidence. That rests in his discretion, and whether it is to be 
exercised or not depends on the varying circumstances of cases. In the 
present case the observations of the chairman were called for by what 
had previously happened. On these grounds I think the conviction must 
be affirmed. 

Wits, J., said that in those cases where evidence of similar acts by the 
prisoner was tendered it must be considered what the charge really was. Here 
the charge in effect was that the defendant pretended that he was carrying on 
a real business when he was only carrying on a bogus business. How 
could one shew that he had no business, especially when he had some of 
the apparatus necessary for a business—namely, a shop with a name above 
it—unless other transactions beyond the single one were proved, and 
were shewn to be part of the system? If the other transactions were 
prior to the one in question (within a reasonable time) there could be no 
doubt that they might be given in evidence. The difficulty here was the 
interval of time that had elapsed—an interval of two months. If there had 
been no nexus it might have been too distant; but when you found the 
same advertisement continuing, and acting with exactly the same results, 
evidence as to the whole series of transactions must be admissible. He 
had no doubt himself. It was one of those cases in which, if you were to 
suggest to any one not a lawyer that his mind ought not to be affected 
by the fact of the later transaction, he would say it would be absurd. 

Wricut, J., was of the same opinion on the grounds stated by the Lord 
Chief Justice. The interval of time detracted from the value of the 
evidence, unless it were filled up by similar transactions, but it was not an 
objection to its admissibility. 

nuce, J., had not been free from doubt as to the evidence; but he 
thought it had some bearing and was relevant as tending to shew that the 
business was not a real business. 

DaruinG, J., as to the first point, raid that even if there had been any 
doubt on the words of the statute as to the right of the prisoner tc give 
evidence before the grand jury, he would have thought it an extremely 
improbable thing that the Legislature should have allowed him to do so, as 
that would in effect be setting up a private tribunal from which the public 
were excluded. Covunsrr, H. Raikes. Soxtcrror, FE. FE. Ruston, Chatteris. 
The defendant was not represented. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. 


LINFORTH v. BUTLER. 10th Nov. 


Parutament—RecistRaTIon or Vorers—Nortice or OnsecttonN—Omrssion 
or Puace or Anopg or Person OnsgcrEp—AMENDMENT—LocaL GOVERN- 
mEeNT Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 41), s. 76—Recistration Orper, 
1895, Form 5a. 


Div, Court. 


This a case stated by the revising barrister for the Padsey Division of 
the West Riding of Yorkshire. A notice of objection to the retention of 
the name the respondent on the list of ownership claimants for the Pudsey 
Division of Leeds was sent through the post to the respondent in 
accordance with section 100 of the Parliamentary Registration Act, 1843 
(6 & 7 Vict. c. 18). In filling up the form of notice provided by the 
Registration Order, 1895, Form 5a, the objector had omitted to insert in 
the form the place of abode of the person objected to as described in the 
list of ownership claimants. On the back of the notice the name and address 
of the voter were, for postal purposes, correctly written. The objector 
iptentionally omitied to insert in the notice the place of abode of the person 
objected to as described in the list of ownership claimants in order to avoid 
having to pay the extra halfpenny postage required by the postal regulations. 
The revising barrister held that the notice was bad, and allowed the 
vote. Section 18 of the Registration Act, 1885 (48 Vict. c. 15), provided as 
follows: ‘‘ The forms and instructions contained in the second and third 
schedules to this Act shall be used and observed in all cases to which they 
apply . . . buta disregard of any form or instruction shall not of 
itself invalidate any list, notice, or other thing.’’ Section 76 (7) of the 
Local Government Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 41), provides as follows: 
**Tt shall be lawful for Her Majesty the Queen, by Order in Council, from 
time to time to alter the instructions} precepts, notices, and forms under 
the Registration of Electors Acts an‘ the instructions, precepts, 
notices, and forms :pecified in any such Order in Council shall be observed 
and be valid in law. ” The Registration Order, 1895, made in 
pursuence of section 76, provides a form of notice of objection. In the 
form, after the name of the person objected to, a blank space is left for 
the place of his abode. Section 18 of the Registration Act of 1885 was 
repealed by the Statute Law Revision Act, 1898 (61 & 62 Vict. c. 22). On 
behalf of the appelJant section 18 of the Registration Act, 1885, was relied 
on. On behalt of the respondent it was contended that the notice was 
bad, inasmuch as it did not comply with the form provided in the 
Registration Order. 

HF Court (Lord Russert or Krtiowen, C.J., Writs and Lawrgance, 
JJ.) allowed the appeal, holding that the notice was good. 

Lord Russeit or Kittowen, C.J., said that the object of providing a 
form of notice was to ensure that the person objected to should be properly 
described in the notice, and that the notice should reach him. If the words 
**See address on the other side’’ had been added it would have been 
almost impossible to argue that that would not have been a sufficient com- 
phance with the law. If the notice was in legal form there was no 
objection to the persons objecting to voters saving the halfpenny postage. 
Under ection 18 of the Act of 1885 ‘‘ a disregard of any form shall not of 
itself invalidate any list.’’ If, therefore, there was, under that Act, a 
substantial compliance with the law the notice was good. There could be 





no answer to the argument that this notice substantially complied with the 
law. It was said that section 18 had been repealed and superseded by an 
Order in Council. Was the court called upon, in consequence, to ray now 
that any deviation from the form invalidated the notice: The line could 
only be properly drawn at this point—that if the notice failed in any sub- 
stantial respect to give the information required to the person who was to 
receive it the notice was bad. 

Wuus and Lawrance, JJ., concurred.—Counset, Lewis Thomas; W. 
Graham. Soutcrrors, Ward, Bowie, & Co., for Walter & E. A, Foster, Leeds; 
Ayrton, Biscoe, § Co., for Ford § Warren, Leeds. 

[Reported by C. G. Witsranan, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


JONES v. MUNRO AND THE TOWN CLERK OF EXETER. Div. Court. 
10th Nov. 


PartiamMent—Borovcu Vote—Recistration or Execrors—Ssiectiox— 
Appeal — PARLIAMENTARY AND MunicrpaL Reoistration Act, 1878 
(41 & 42 Vict. c. 26), s. 28 (14)—Reetstration Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 18), 

9 


S. toe 


This was a case stated by the revising barister for the city and county o 
Exeter. ‘The appellant lived at 5, Clifton-hill, in the parish of St. Sidwell, in 
St. David Ward, Exeter. Healso owned a warehouse in High-street, in the 
parish of St. Martin in St. Petrock’s Ward. He was not a freeman, nor 
was his name on the list of freemen. His name appeared on the liet of 
occupiers in the parish of St. Sidwell in respect of 5, Clifton-hill. He 
made a claim to the overseers of the parish of St. Martin to have his name 
inserted in the lists for that parish as a parliamentary elector and burgess 
in respect of the warehouee in High-street. On the 16th of September he 
delivered to the revising barrister a notice of selection informing him that 
he wished to be retained on the list of voters ‘‘ now about to be revised ” 
in which his name occurred in a claim for Division I. in the parish of 
St. Martin. The appellant’s claim was allowed, and he then applied to 
have the entry of his place of abode in the parish of St. Sidwell marked 
under section 28 (14) of the Parliamentary and Municipal Registration Act, 
1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 26), with a note to the effect that he was not entitled 
to vote in respect of the qualification therein contained, he being on the list 
for voting in respect of another qualification. The revising barrister held 
that he had no power to mark the entry in respect of the appellant’s place of 
abode, on the ground that at the time of the opening of his first registration 
court there was no duplicate entry in the list of electors to which Form P 
of the Registration Order, 184, schedule 3, could apply, and on the 
ground that the notice of eelection was bad. The revising barrister 
accordingly retained for voting the entry in respect of the appellant’s 
place of abode, and placed against the entry of the appellant’s name in 
the list of claims in the parish of St. Martin which he then allowed a note 
to the effect that the appellant was not entitled to vote in respect of the 
qualification therein contained. The appellant asked that a case should 
be stated, which the revising barrister refused to do, on the ground that 
there ‘was no right of appeal. In obedience, however, to an order in 
chambers this case was ultimately stated, the point as to whether an 
appeal lay being reserved. Section 28 (14) of the Parliamentary and 
Municipal Registration Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 26), provides as follows: 
‘* Where the name of any person appears to be entered more than once 
as a parliamentary voter on the lists of voters for the same parlia- 
mentary borough, cr more than once as a burgess on the burgess lists 
for the same municipal borough, the revising barrister shall inquire 
whether such entries relate to the same person, and, on proof being made 
to him that such entries relate to the same person, shall retain one of the 
entries for voting, and place against the other or others a note to the effect 
that the person is not entitled to vote in respect of the qualification therein 
contained for the parliamentary borough or for the municipal borough, as 
the case may be, he being on the list for voting in respect of another 
qualification. Any person may by notice in writing delivered to the 
revising barrister at the opening of the first revision court, select the 
entry to be retained for voting but if he does not make any 
selection the entry to be so retained shall be selected by the revising 
barrister. . .’ Section 5 of the Registration Act, 1878 (48 Vict. c. 
15), regulates the manner in which the revising barrister’s selection is to be 
made. Section 42 of the Registration Act, 1845 (6 & 7 Vict. c. 18), deals 
with the right of appeal, dnd is, so far as is material, as follows: ‘‘ It shall 
be lawful for any person who, under the provisions hereinbefore contained, 
shall have made any claim to have his name inserted in any list, or made 
any objection to any other person as not entit!ed to have his name inserted 
in any list, or whose name shall have been expunged from any list, and who 
in any such case shall be aggrieved by or dissatisfied with any decision of 
any revising barrister on any point of law material to the result of such 
case, either himself or by some person on his behalf, to give to the revising 
barrister a notice in writing that he is desirous to appeal . . .’ 
It was contended on behalf of the appeliant that the appellant’s name 
ought to have been markedjin the list of voters in respect of bis place of 
abode in accordance with the notice delivered by him in pursuance of 
section 28 (14) of the Act of 1878. On behalf of the respondent it was 
contended that before notice of selection could be given it was necessary 
that there should be a duplicate entry on the lists. It was further con- 
tended that there was no right of appeal. In support of this point 
Arnoid v. Sharp (F. & 8. 252) and Keg. v. McConnell, Revising Barrister 
for Liverpool (1895, 1 Q. B. 155) were cited. 

Tue Covrr (Lord Russuzj, or Kittowen, C.J., Witis and Lawranch 
JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Russet or Kitiowen, C.J., said that the appeal must fail om 
both grounds. It was a fatal objection to the claimant’s right to exercise 
selection that there were not at the time two entries of his name on thé 


lists. With regard to the right to appeal, he said that at the time the 
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Act of 1843 was passed the present state of things was not contemplated at 
all. It was impossible to bring the case within the words of section 42. 

Wits and Lawrance, JJ., concurred.—Counsen, Ward Coldridge ; 
Foote, Q.C., and Philpotts. Soxicrrors, Friend, Beal, § Tarbit, Exeter; H. 
Mear, for Dunn §& Baker, Exeter. 


| Reported by C. G. Witzrauam, Barrister-at-Law. ] 
KITCHEN ». JOHNSON. Div. Court. 10th Nov. 


, 
PARLIAMENT—Borovcn Vote—REGIsTRATION or VoTsxs—DescripTiIon or 


Qvatiryinc Prorerty—List or Ciatmants—Mistake—AMENDMENT— 
PARLIAMENTARY AND MunicrraL Reoistration Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vicr. 
c. 26), 8. 28, sun-secTiIons 2 AND 13. : ‘ 

This case involved a question as to the extent of the revising barrister’s 
power to amend the list of claimants of votes. In his notice of claim to 
have his name inserted in the occupiers’ list of the electors of the parish of 
Nottingham, Ernest Dann made the entry in the fourth column, under the 
heading ‘‘ Description of qualifying property,’’ as follows: ‘‘ 202, Gordon- 
road, and 31, Monk-street.’’ A similar entry was made in the list of 
claimants. Ernest Dann did not, in fact, occupy 31, Monk-street during 
the qualifying period, but occupied 33, Monk-street, the entry 31, Monk- 
street being made by mistake. The appellant gave notice of objection. 
The revising barrister amended the list of claimants relating to Ernest 
Dann by substituting 33, Monk-street for 31, Monk-street in the fourth 
column, and allowed the vote. Section 28 of the Parliamentary and 
Municipal Registration Act, 1878, provides that the revising barrister shall 
have the following among other powers: ‘(1) He shall correct any 
mistake which is proved to him to have been made in any list. (2) He 
may correct any mistake which is proved to him to have been made in any 
claim or notice of objection.’’ Sub-section 13 of the same eection is as 
follows: ‘‘ Except as herein provided, and whether any person is 
objected to or nct, no evidence shall be given of any other qualification 
than that which is described in the list or claim, as the case may 
be, nor ehall the revising barrister be at liberty to change the 
description of the qualification as it appears in the list, except for 
the purpose of more clearly and accurately defining the same.’”’ On 
behalf of the appellant it was contended that the revising barrister had 
no power to make the amendment, because by #0 doing he changed the 
description of the qualification contrary to sub-section 13: Foskett v. 
Kaufman (16 Q. B. D. 279), Bendle v. Watson (L. R. 7 C. P. 163), Hurcum 
v. Hilleary (1894, 1 Q. B. 579), and Soutter v. Roderick (1896, 1 Q. B. 91). 
On behalf of the respondent it was contended that sub-section 13 did not 
apply ; that it applied only to the legal qualification—that is to say, to an 
entry made in the third column under the heading ‘‘ Nature of qualifica- 
tion,’’ and not to an entry in the fourth column, which consisted of the 
description and identification of the property in respect of which the legal 
qualification arose ; and that, therefore, the entry was properly amended. 
1t was further contended that even if sub-section 13 did apply, the amend- 
ment was rightly made, inasmuch as it was made for the purpoee of more 
clearly and accurately defining the qualification. 

Tue Courr (Lord Russe. or Kittowen, C.J., Writs and Lawrance, JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Rvesett or KILtLowen, ©.J., said that in section 24 of the Act a 
clear distinction was drawn between qualification and name or description of 
qualifying property. In sub-section 13 the word “ qualification”? meant the 
legal nature and character of the qualification, and not the identification or 
description of the property in respect of which the qualification arose. 
For example, where a claim was for simple occupation a change could not 
be made co as to make it a claim for successive occupation. It was to the 
third column only, therefore, that sub-section 13 applied, and while there 
was no power to alter the entry in that column so as to alter the nature of 
the legal qualification, there was ample power to alter the entry in the 
fourth column.—QOovunsrL, W. Graham; Appleton. Soricrroxs, Berryman, 
Nottingham ; Sir William Johnson. 


[Reported by C. G. Witpranam, Barrister-at-Law. } 


County Courts. 
MOTION v. CHAPMAN. 15th Nov. 


PsrsonaL Liantiry or Soricrrors ror Surveyors’ Costs. 


2 In this case, Messrs. J. & S. Motion, publichouse brokers and valuers, 
08, Moorgate-street, E.C., claimed a fee of ten guineas from Messrs. 
Chapman & Stonehouse, solicitors, Chancery-lane, for work done in 
connection with a valuation. Counsel for the plaintiffs said that the 
defendants engaged the plaintiffs to make a valuation on two publichouses 
with a view to giving evidence in a case in the Chancery Division. The 
plaintiffs stipulated that their fee would be seventy guineas ; but before 
much of the work had been done in preparing the valuation the defendants 
stopped the plaintiffs, who now asked to be paid for the work done before 
the countermand. Counsel for the defendants said that the plaintiffs had 
no right to do any work before their fee was agreed to; and the 
defendants could not agree to it because it was too high. Quite apart 
from the facts, the defendants, »s eolicitors, could not be held responsible 
in law for work done for their clients. They acted for two infants in the 
Chancery action of Briggs v. Briggs. The plaintiffs must look to the 
clients for payment of any fee that might be due. The courts had never 
yet held solicitors liable for fees due to intended witnesses, except where a 
epecific guarantee or undertaking was given that they would be 
responsible. Such a finding would be quite contrary to what had always 
been understood to be the law. seas . 





| gave evidence on his own behalf. All the witnesses in the “ 


The Deputy-Judge (Mr. G. Prrr-Lewrs, Q.C.) said that he must hold the 
defendants liable ee on the facts and on the law. It was idle to suggest 


that the plaintiffs should look to the clients, about whom they knew 
absolutely nothing—not even their addresses. The plaintiffs were quite 
justified in looking to the defendants for payment of their fees. There 


would be judgment for the plaintiffs for five guineas, with costs.— Zimes.— 
CounseL, Le Breton ; Moresby. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orper or Count. 
Friday, the 11th day of November, 1898. 


' I, The Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord 
High Chancelior of Great Britain, do hereby order that the action 
mentioned in the Schedule hereto shall be transferred to the Honourable 


Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Romex (1898—T.—No. 1,489). 


In re The Triumph Folding Box Co, Limited Robert Addy Hopkinson 
v The Triumph Folding Box Co, Limited 
Hatssvry, C 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The following appointments have been made by the council for the year 
ending 10th of January, 1900: 

The Law of Real and Personal Property and Conveyancing.—Reader : 
A. Unprrniit, Ksq.; Assistant Reader: J. Anprew Srrarax, Esc 

Common Law. — Reader: Huon Frasrx, Esq.; At: stint Reader 
A. Liuzweiyn Davies, Esq. 

Equity.—Reader: L. G. Goxvon Ronsrs, Esq.; Assistant header 
Wa rer Asupurnen, Esq. 

Evidence, Procedure, and Criminal Law.—Reader: W. Buake Onorrs, 

-» QC. 

~~ Law, Jurisprudence, and International Law.—Reader: J. Paw.er 
Bare, Esq.; Assistant Reader: 8. H. Leonaxn, Esq. 

Constitutional Law and Legal History.—Reader: A. T. Cautea, Esq. 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvpents’ Dexarixe Sociery.—November 1.—Mr. T. Seager 
Berry in the chair.—The subject for debate was: *‘That this society 
approves of an offensive and defensive alliance between this country and 
the United States.” Mr. Neville Tebbutt opened in the affirmative; Mr. 
A. Hildersheimer opened in the negative. e following members also 
spoke: In the affirmative—Messrs. W. M, Pleadwell, F. T. Gaylor, Arnold 
Jolly, W. B. Clarke, Frank Samuel, Wm. Wilde ; inthe negative—Messrs, 
G. H. Daniell, A. Hair, E. A. Bell, J. Eustace, Jones, H. H. Richardson. 
Mr. ©. A. Anderson replied for Mr. Neville Tebbutt. The motion was lost 
by four votes. There were present thirty-eight members und three visitors. 


November 8.—Mr. J. 8S. Wilkinson in the chair.—The subject for 
debate was: ‘‘ That the case of Harrold v. Watney (1898, 2 Q. B. 320) was 
wrongly decided.”” Mr. James Brennan opened in the affirmative; Mr. 
John Blair seconded in the affirmative; Mr. E. L. Chapman opened in tae 
negative. The following members also spoke: In the aflirmative—Messrs. 
William Bennett, John Dixon, P. M. ©. Hart ; in the negative—Messrs. 
E. J. Close, Arnold Jolly. The motion was lost by four votes. 


November 15.—Chairman, Mr, G. H. Daniell.—The subject for debate 
was: ‘‘ That the law affecting the London water supply requires amend- 
ment.”” Mr. ©. Herbert Smith, D.U.L., opened in the aflirmative; Mr. 
Archibald Hair opened in the, negative. The following members also 
spoke: In the affirmative—Mesers, P. 8. Solomon, Haseldine Jones, and 
A. W. Sells; in the negative—Mr. H. C. Geare. Mr. Arthur E. Clarke 
replied in the place of Mr. Herbert Smith. The motion was carried by 
ten votes. 


Brarxcnam Law Srvpents’ Socrery.—The students of this eociety had 
a most successful gathering in the Temperance Hall, Temple-street, 
on the occasion of their annual Mock ‘Trial. The case was one of 
burglary, and created very great interest amongst the 800 friends of 
members of the society and others who were present. The judge was 
Mr. H. A. McCardie, barrister-at-law, and he was accompanied into 
court by the high sheriff (Mr. L. ing) and his chaplain (Mr. A. C. 
Malim). Mr. 8. Aviss acted as the judge’s associate. The counsel fcr 
the prosecution were Messrs. A. H. McBean and OC. H. Smith; and fr 
the defence Messrs. H. Eaden and W. Woodcock. ‘The solicitors for the 
rosecution were Messrs. S. J. Gateley and T. Priest ; and for the defence 

essrs. H. 8. Parkes and W. H. Malins. ‘The witnesses called on behalf 
of the Crown were P.C. Marchemoff, A 88 (Mr. W. Somers), Phate 
Fitz-Frizzle, a cook (Mr. F. H. Argyle), Constantine O’Haugon (Mr 
C. Rogers), the Right Hon. Lord Uooley (Mr. 8. P. Eaden), and 
Ananias de Rougemont (Mr. W. Kimpton); and for the defence 
Earl de la Peace (Mr. H. Flude), Mrs. Satton Tykes (Mr. L. T. C 
Meek), and Dick Leather, a groom (Mr. E. Walker). The risoner 
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law students, and played their uncommonly well. The speeches 
of counsel were excellently delivered, and their cross-examination of the 
witnesses was very creditable. The witnesses, in giving their evidence, 
showed much ingenuity and legal tact. The learned judge, in an able 
summing up, dealt with the leading facts of the case, and directed the 
jury as to the law of burglary. After a brief consultation the jury found 
the prisoner guilty, and his lordehip duly passed sentence upon him. 


November 1.—Mr. A. L. Lowe, M.A., LL.B., presided.—The following 
moot point was discussed : ‘‘ Is a bye-law prohibiting persons from play- 
ing or singing in any public place or highway within fifty yards of any 
dwelling-house after being required by any constable or by an inmate of 
the house to desist, reasonable and valid?’’ The speakers in the aflirma- 
tive were Messrs. 8S. T. Talbot, M. G. Maitland, H. O. Eaves, W. Somers, 
H. Eaden, and C. H. Smith ; and in the negative, Messrs. F. H. Argyle, 
W. Addison, C. E. Parish, and G. Thomas, The question was decided in 
the negative by 10 votes to 9. 


November 15.—Mr. Isaac Bradley presided.—A debate was held on the 
following moot point: ‘‘ A., the wife of B., is an infant. She carries on 
trade separately from her husband and contracts debts. Can she, as to 
her separate property, be made a bankrupt ?’’ (Law Notes, October, 1898.) 
The speakers in the affirmative were Mesers. C. H. Smith, A. H. McBean, 
Gi. C. Pearson, and T. Priest ; and in_the negative Messrs. W. Somers, 
S. Anderson, G. Thomas, F. H. Argyle, and H. Eaden. The question 
was decided in the negative by twelve votes to four. 


Leeps Law Srupents’ Socrery.—November 14.—Mr. Benson Bailey, 
solicitor, presiding.—The question for debate was: ‘‘ A. owns 4 house let 
off in offices to different tenants, and the whole house is supplied with 
water from the landlord’s cistern at the top of the house, and B. takes the 
basement. On Friday morning B. gives notice to A. that the cistern is 
leaking, whereupon A. employs a competent plumber to put it right, but, 
on account of the plumber doing his work negligently, on Monday 
morning B.’s goods are found to be damaged. Can B. recover from the 
landlord A.?’’ Mr. J. Dent supported the affirmative and Mr. R. N. 
Middleton supported the negative. On the debate being thrown open 
the following members also spoke: Meegsrs. Hardwick, Osborn, and 
Clarke. After a careful summing-up by the chairman, and on a vote 
being taken, the question was decided in the negative by a majority of 
six. 





LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. G. H. 'T. Foster, solicitor, of Malvern, has been appointed Clerk to 
the Malvern Hills Conservators. 

Sir ANprew Ricuanp Sconzz, Q.C.,-has been elected Treasurer of the 
Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn for the ensuing year, in succession to 
Lord Davey, but the duties of the office do not begin until the 11th of 
January next. 





INFORMATION REQUIRED, 


Rev. C. H. B. Witutamson.—Any person having knowledge of will or 
codicil (since 1882) of the Rev. Charles Henry Brackenbury Williamson, 
deceased, late of St. John’s Vicarage, Angell Town, Brixton, London, and 
supplying information to James & James, 23, Ely-place, London, E.O., 
will be rewarded. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS, &c. 
DissoLvurions. 
Aurrep Joun Kearny and Davi Jonn Sroxes, solicitors (Keary & 
Stokes), Chippenham. Oct. 31. The said Alfred John Keary will con+ 


tinue to carry on the business in partnership with George Alfred Huelin 
White under the style of Keary Stokes & White. [ Gazette, Nov. 8. 


Tuomas Marriorr and Joun Bavrtst Retoxter Conver, solicitors 
(Marriott & Conder), 11, Old Jewry-chambers, London. Nov. 6. 


Josern Henry Perens and Harotp Witi1am Orme, solicitors (J. H. 
Peters & Orme), Manchester. Nov. 9. [ Gazette, Nov. 11. 





GENERAL, 
It is stated that the Lord Chief Justice is giving sittings to Mr. 
Sargent, R.A., who is painting a large-sized portrait of him. 
Judge Parry, who was shot as he was sitting in court in July last, will 
take his place in the Manchester County Court on the 2ist inst. 


It is stated that Mr. Stephens, the Official Receiver in Bankruptcy 
= to the Cardiff Court, has resigned as from the 31st of December 
next. 


During the absence of Mr. Justice Mathew on circuit, and until the 
return of Mr. Justice Kennedy, the Lord Chief Justice will try cases in 
the Commercial list. 


The Attorney-General will preside at the annual social meeting of the 
Royal Courts of Justice Temperance Society, which will take place on 
Thursday evening, the 15th of December, at Sion College, Victoria 
Embankment. 





The St. James’s Gazette announces the death, on the 15th inst., of Mr, 
Llewellyn Jones, solicitor, Registrar and High Bailiff of the Ludlow 
County Courtsat the age of forty-eight. The deceased was taken ill in 
October, and gradually grew worse, aud during the last week typhoid 
fever developed. He held many important appointments in Ludlow, and 
was a good all-round athlete, 


Some matters of serious interest, as illustrating untoward effects of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act and the forcing up of wages, were (says the 
Times) brought under the notice of the Liverpool Select Vestry on Tues- 
day. It was stated that notices had been posted in some of the warehouses 
of the city stating that no man over fifty years of age would be employed. 
Mr. Will Crosfield said_that employers were undoubtedly shewing a 
oe F ancngge to choose single men in preference to those with wives and 
children, saying to themselves, ‘‘ Should this man be killed, we cannot 
afford to pay what the law demands.’’ 


At the Manchester assizes this week, William Taylor, an ex-county 
court bailiff, was placed upon his trial before Mr. Justice Phillimore, ona 
charge of having in July last attempted to murder His Honour Judge 
Parry. The evidence showed that the prisoner, being disappointed with a 
judgment given against him, deliberately fired three shots at Judge Parry, 
two of them taking effect in the neck and face. The jury found Taylor 
guilty of attempted murder, but recommended him to mercy on account 
of his age and previous good character. He was sentenced to twenty years’ 
penal servitude. 

Judges, eays the St. James’s Gazette, have sometimes queer duties to 
perform in order that they may come to a right decision bei we: n litigants. 
His Honour Judge Greenwell, sitting in the county court at New.ustle, had 
to try a cause involving an alleged breach of warranty in the tle of a 
horse. The animal was not ‘‘ produced”’ in court, but it was yoked to a 
waggon outside ; and his honour, doffing his judicial robes, saw the horse 
tested in Westgate-hill. This was not sufficient, and the animal which 
was the inuocent cause of the dispute was subsequently yoked to a coup- 
cart and again worked up Westgate-hill, with the judge looking on. 
Judge Greenwell gave his decision upon personal observation. The 
claimant, against whom the decision was given, admitted that he must 
have been mistaken as to the horse’s capacity for work. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaistzars in ATTENDANCE ON 





Date Apprat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
4 No. 2. Norra. STiguine. 
Monday, Nov. Mr, Farmer Mr. Beal Mr. Leach 
Tuesday ...........05 e0e Gresswell Pugh Godfrey 
Wednesday ..,....... Farmer Beal Leach 
Thursday  ........0.00 Gresswell Pugh Godfrey 
day .... Farmer Beal Leach 
Saturday sneveseosooseoreoecevece Gresswell Pugh Godfrey 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
KExewicu. Romer. Byagye. 
Monday, Nov. .....secsseees- 21 Mr. Jackeon Mr. Church Mr. Carrington 
y Pemberton King Lavie 
Jackson Church Carrington 
Pemberton King Lavie 
iday ..., Jackson Church Carrington 
SI acesevscessscnssscconced 26 Pemberton King Lavie 








WARNING TO INTENDING House Puncuasens AND Lzsszzs.—Before pur- 
hasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs. Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[ApvTr. | 


For Txroat Irriration anp Coveu.—‘‘ Epps’s Glycerine Jujubes” 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 74d. and 1s. 13d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Hom«o- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr. ] 


Wituiamson.—Any person having knowledge of Will cr Codicil (since 
1882) of the Rev. Charles Henry Brackenbury Williamson, deceased, late 
of St. John’s Vicarage, Angell Town, Brixton, London, and supplying 
information to James & James, 23, Ely-place, London, E.C., will be 
rewarded. 





THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Noy. 22.—Messrs. Denenttam, Tewson, Fanutér, & Brivcewater, at the Mart, at 2, 
Leasehold Ground-rents, amounting to £172 10s. per annum net, secured upon 
numerous Houses situated at Fulham, Holloway, and Bromley; held for terms having 
from 45 to 63 years unexpired, Solicitors, Messrs. Pidcock & Sons, Eastbourne. 

—Leasehold Shops, Dwelling-houses, and Stabling in Fulham, producing rentals 

amounting to £287 4s. per annum; held for long unexpired terms at low ground- 

rents, Solicitors, Messrs. Atkinson & Atkinson, Hastings. (See advertisements, 

Nov. 5, p. 27.)—Freehold Corner Premises, with frontages to Salisbury-square 

Salisbury-court, . iately facing the hotel, and within a few doors of Fleet-street ; 





let on lease at £130 = annum. Solicitor, F. W. Justice Ford, Esq. 
ov. 


Brighten. (See advertisement, 12, p. 3.) 
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Nov. 23.—Mr. ALFRED Ric HARDS, at he Mart, at 2, the Brentford Gas = Ap ma 
New Stock, 1881; ranking a standard dividend of 7 per per annum, 
ot bjoct to the sliding scale, the Inet dividend on Seana Seas 

of 9 per cent. (See advertisement, this week, p. 3.) 
Nov. 25.—Messrs. Fieip & Sons, at the Mart, at 2, Pees See) Sete, close to 


the Tower Bridge, let upon lease at £300 annum. oe 
Bartlett, & Mic! elmore, London.— a omatl Toman £143 
per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Boxall & London.—Nine t 4 


and Shop in Bermondsey, producing £385 16s. per annum; and 
Anerley, let at £34 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Huntley & Son, London. b 1. 
hold Residence, 10, Compton-terrace, » let at £40 per annum. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Arkcoll, Cockell, & Chadwick, Lo eee House and Shop in Ber- 
mondsey, let at £50 per annum. Solicitor, Field, Hoa. London.—Freehold 
Building Land in Bermondsey (near the Hower E Bridge): also two Freehold Ware- 
Sonam in Bermondsey, coennt, £460 per annum. Johnsons, 
Long, & Co., London.— Residence in No Hill, estimated rental value 

. Crossman, , & Block, London.—Freehold 
Property in Honor Oak-road, Forest Hill, Solicitors, Huntley & Son, London. 


£60 per annum. Solicitors, ott. 
(See advertisements, Noy. 5, p. 23,) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette,~Faipay, Nov, 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Loarep 1x CHANOERY. 

Barrex, Carne, & Carne’s Banxina Co, Liwrrep—By an order made by Wright, J 
dated July 27, it was ordered that the aw winding up of the company 
st, solors for the 


continued. Tarry & Co, 17, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet 


Cnown Marcu Works, Luanvarr, Carnpirr—Creditors oe on or before Dec 12, 
to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John Jenkins, 10, Westgate st, Cardi: 

Gre FLoor Scrusping Macuine oo —_— an order made by Wright, J, dated 
Oct 26, it was orde! t the volun —s up of the company be continued. 
Blachford & Co, 15, Walbrook, solors for 

Josuua Nicnoison Steamsuir Co, Laan itors required, on or before Dec 24, 
to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of of their debts or we to Daniel 
Stephens, Prudential bldge, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne. W: & Marshall, 


Newcastle on Tyne, solors to liquidator 

Mawue Internationa Co, Linrrep—Petn for up, ited Nov 8, directed to 
heard on Nov 23. Watson & Watson, 101, — st, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Nov 22 

Morcan Broruers, Limrrgp—By an order made by Wright, J., dated 4 26, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of Morgan Brothers (Limited) be continued, 
Osmond, 53, Chancery lane, agent for Phillips, Birmingham, solor for ape 

Nationa "Cre LE AND Moror Car Insurance Co, Limrrep— Peta for iP, presented 
Nov 7, directed to be heard Nov 23. Sharpe & Co, 12, New ct, Carey at, pd ay the 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of Nov 22 

Norrs or Scortayp el Insurance Co, i required, on or before 
Dec 17, to send in their names and addresses, and yo of their debts or 
claims, to Richard Duffy, 3, Union st, Inverness 

OnrenTAt PALACE oF VARIETIE s, Limirep—By an rik made by pee by ss, J, dated Oct 
26, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
Limited, be continued. Tarry & Co, 17, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st, solors teenies 

Survo.K Breap, Limirep—By an order made 7 Wright, J, — Nov 4, it was ordered 
that the seeniaty ws winding up of the Suffolk Bread (Limited) be continued. Ralph 
Raphael & Co, 59, Moorgate st, solors for liquidator 

Universal Mepicine Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or to James Thomas 
Date, 172, Regent rd, Canada Do: Reynolds, Live » solors for liqui- 

tor 


County Patatine oF LANCASTER. 
Untourep 1x CHANCERY. 

Biackpoor, St. Annes, AND Lytuam Tramways Co—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 
1 2 rected to be heard at the Assize Courts, oe sie seen on Monday, 
Nov 21. Walker & Co, 37, King st West, Mane’ for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of 

Nov 19 


» Liverpool. 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuitep mw CHancery. 
BisnorsGate Synpicate, Limirep (1s Liquipation)—Creditors are req on or before 
Dec 27, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of or 
to Thomas James Worley, 22 and 23, Laurence Pountney lane, 
Canvton Mrixerat Trust, Limrren—Petn for winding up, SSO eer. yh ll, pene to 
be heard on Nov 23. Morten & Co, 99, Ne te st, solors 
ing must reach the above-named not later 6 o’clock in {te atte eae of Nos e 
Coxcessions AND Works Co, Limrrep—Creditors are sagutesd.¢ on or before Dec 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. ” Francis 
Dawson Mitchell, 101, Leadenhall st. Leighton & Savory, 2, Clement's inn, Strand, 
solors to liquidator 
Durron & Co, Lutrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Geo W Bull, bullwer 
Lard Works, Worcester. Gadsden & Treherne, 28, oA row, solors for the 
iquidator 
Execrric Expiorration Co, Liurrep—Peta for winding up, yy Nov ll, Ceoeed & 
be heard Nov 23. Wilson’ & Co, 1, Copthall bldgs, solors for Se > 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock saeaean of 


Tuesday, Nov 22 
“Heniapes” Streamsuip Co, Limrrep—Creditors are uired, on or before Dec 1, to 
eir debts or claims, to Simpson 


send their names and addresses, and the particulars a 
& Co, 1, Water st, Liverpool, solors to ths liquidators 
“Hevtopes” Sreamsuip Co, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Simpson & Co, 
1, Water st, Liverpool, solors to the liquidators 

“Heraciipes” SrgzamsHir Co, Loerep—Creditors are required, on or before ~ 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the ee of their debts or claims, to Simpson 
& Co, 1, Water st, Liverpool, solors to the liquida’ 

“Hippomengs” STEAMSHIP Co, primes: Se apes are required, on or before Dee 1, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Simpson 
& Co, 1, Water st, Liverpool, aie to the liquidators 

Joux Davipsox & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec oe to send in 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Harry 
Victor Askham, 67, ——o 

Joux Gaze, Loutep—Petn f r winding up, presented Nov 10, directed to be heard 
Nov 23. Field & Co, 36, Linooln’s inn fields, agents for Watts & Jobson, Dudley, solors 
tor the Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 


o'clock in the afternoon of Noy 22 
ous Thompson & Son, Limirep, Brewers, Borton-on-Trent (1n Voie NTARY 


Lieuiwat ag = aay - sequen’ to send their names 
of their debts or claims, to Thomas Henry Harrison, 18, W: 
Mansna.t, Asupy, & Co, ane p—By an order made - a Wrig 
ordered that the Voluntary ies up of the company be 


Dec 18 
ye 74 Sue 
J. Homewood, 


(Vol. 43.] 49 
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Cameron, Water st, Liverpool, Hill 
Nanor Rani Tea Pee Co, LiurrEp—Creditors are 
names and the particulars of 
st. Lee & Co, 114, Queen Victoria 





Watson, 138, 
Niacara Bartery Co, Loutrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 27, to send their 
names and addresses, py gr wh A EA HS Offor, 
139, Cannon st. Vallance & Lombard House, yd, solors for liquidator ,.. 
T. C. "Horner & Co, Limite — Creditors are req on or before Dec 20, to send 
their names and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Armstrong, tial bldgs, Park row, Leeds. Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds, 
Unseen Geet Ew. Lnarep—Petn fi presented 
NITED NANCE AND ENGINEERING TED—! ‘or u 
Hor 30, Gisesies to be ened, Bev 38, & i Co, 85 Toles ot Bodh row, agents 
for Reece & solors for Notice of a must reach 
above-named later 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Nov 
W F Picxrorp & Co, Luourep (19 ———* —Creditors are uired, on or before 
Dee 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, 


to W F Pickford 
Wueets Press, Linrrep—Creditors are Soeei®, on ot bettas Deo 36, bo cond Geeks names 
opt ottremes, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert Warner, 10, 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Avycuor No. 2 Loan AnD Investment Society, Booth, Sate, Staffs. Nov 3 

Reppat Hitz No. 2 Mutrvat Loan arp uETY, Reddal Hill, Staffs. 

Wuirrc — Aycient Dervmws Bexerit Fouxp FRIEnpiy Society, 96, Exmouth 
. Nov3 


Nov 8 
th st, 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Oct. 25. 
Awyprews, Wii.14M, Chester, Builder Dec 1 Royle & Reynolds, Chester 
Baaa, Setiva Dae, Hove, Sussex Nov 30 Ford, Brighton 
Baysut, Joun, Bootle, Lancs, Wheelwright Decl Dixon & Syers, Liverpool 
Brewrys, Josern, Rawcliffe, York Nov 19 Bedford, Bingley 
Brown, James, Handsworth, Draper Nov 21 Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham 
Cuarmay, Henny, Stoke Newington Nov15 Double, Cripplegate 
Cooper, Joun, Sneinton, Nottingham Dee 8 Thorpe & Perry, Nottingham 
Cracr, Evizanetn, Hammeramith Dec10 Boydell, South square, Gray’s inn 
Eyre, Groraiana Lucy Bripeemay, Bilton, Warwick Nov 26 Harris & Son, Rugby 
Fernynoven, Euizasetn Ayn, 8t John’s Wood Dec24 Pike, Old Burlington st 
Frost, Evizapetu, Hyde Park Nov 19 Wilson & Sons, Hull 
Ga.tioway, Srepnen, Sutton, York Decl Grimshaw, Hull 
Goopmay, Evizaseru, Bromley, Kent Dec 12 Colman & Knight, Raymond bldgs 
Hamer, Tuomas ALEXANDER, Liverpool, Coal Merchant Nov 24 McKenna, Liverpool 
Harris, Euity Soruia Hooper, Plymouth Oct 31 Lane & Cottier, Plymouth 
Haywes, Atrrep, Clerkenwell Nov 30 Davie & Son, New inn, Strand 
Heuer, Jouy, Tipton 8tJohn, Devon, Wheelwright Oct 31 Brutton, Exeter 
Hitz, Taomas Wittiam, Worcester Decl Dowson & Co, Surrey st 
HorycastTie, Sy nue ‘Mityer, Kensington Nov30 FJ & G J Braiken- 


Hu amc Un Long Sutton, Lincoln, Farmer Nov 1 Mossop & Mossop, Long Sutton 
James, Davin Witi1am, Cwmcarn, Mon, Accountant Nov 30. Edwards, Newport 
Kaye, Groncr, Huddersfield Nov 80 Alfred Grundy & Co, Manchester 

Kewpnick, Gzorar, Newton by Chester, Boilersmith Nov 21 Evans, Chester 

Ler, Exvten Exiza, Hampton Wick Nov 24 Clowes & Co, King’s Bench Walk 

Lewis, Francis, Willoughton, Lincoln, Tailor Nov 25 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 
Ligutroot, Witi1AM Henry, Helsby, Chester Dec1 Pennington & Higson, Liverpool 
May, Joszru, Headingley, Leeds Decl Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds 

Moycasrer, Tuomas, Easington Decl Wright, Seaham Harbour 

Mussarep, Grorce, Broadstairs, Kent Decl Hills, Margate 

Mussanep, James VALENTINS, Margate Decl Hills, Margate 

Nevittz, Jonn Surety, Highgate, Birmingham Nov 30 Powell & Browett 


Praace, Ricand, West Kensington Decl Titley, South sq, Gray's inn 

Pznson, Tuomas Marson, Acton Nov30 Davie & Son, New inn, Strand 

RAixsow, Many Any, Birmingham Dec 10, Shute & Swinson, Birmingham 

Rees, Jenkin, Aberavon, Glam, Builder Dec3 Tennant & Jones, Aberavon 

Tuvrssy, Percy, Lagos, West Africa, Civil Engineer Nov 16 Leach, Serjeants’-inn 
Twort, Sake Southborough, Kent Nov 30 T W Twort & W G Twort, Southborough 
Wenn, Cuartes Locock, Catford, Kent Nov 30 Dommett & Son, Gresham st 

Weiss, Heyy, Edgbaston, Birmingham, J P Noy 2i Glaisyer & Co, Birmingham 
Wurrenezap, Joux, Leeds, Printer Nov 30 Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 

Witcocks, Wii.14M, Croydon, Solicitor Dec6 Trinder & Co, Cornhill 

London Gazette.—Faway, Oct, 28. 

A.povs, Arruur Hewny, Ipswich, Solicitor Nov 80 Leighton & Aldous, Ipswich 
Ayvyerrs, Wittiam, Vernham, nr Hungerford, Berks Nov1 Footner, Andover 

Avery, Joux Wit.iamM, Chailey, Sussex, Farmer Nov 24 Griffith, Brighton 

mer 4 ot Major Cunistorner Wiisox, Westmoreland Nov 30 Bolton & 


, Temple gdns 

Bruton, eample § Bath Dec7 Stone & Co, Bath 

Carsr, Rosert, Northumberland, Builder De:8 Webb, Morpeth 

CaTreRALn, James, and Marcaret CaTrera.t, Prestwich, Lancs, Beerhouse Keeper Nov 


14 Tay lor & Co, Manchester 
Cuvenaenea, Ricnarp, Ham yard, Great Windmill st, Model Maker Nov 30 Walter 
E Brook, South sq 


CLARK, Wittias, Ealing, Manufacturer Dec 31 Stephens & Son, Orchard st 





}0, Old Jewry chmbrs, solor for petner 


em 





CuaRkE, Barvara, Chaffoombe, Somerset Decl Clarke & Lukin, Chard 
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Cooxe, Grorar, Town Green, nr Ormskirk DecS Payne & Frodsham, Liverpool 
Craven, Wittiam Henry, Kimberley, Cape Town Novi14 Marshall & Haslip, Martin’ 


ne 

Darnocn, Exiza Mary, Auckland, New Zealand Nov 26 Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 
Downes, Samvet, Norwich, Painter Nov 4 Sadd & Bracey, Norwich 

Fraser, Sir Wittiam Avavstvs,Clapham Dec 31 Roweliffes & Co, Bedford row 


Gispons, Bexsamix, jun, Bowdon, Chester, Nail Manufacturer Dec 7 Brett & Co, 
nchester 
GospEs, Wiitiam Gawen, Easebourne, nr Midhurst Dec 2 Johnson & Son, Midhurst 


Griaa, Faxyy, Plymouth Dec 20 Booker & Co, Plymouth 

Haut, Rapctyrre Rapciyrre, Hyde pk mansions Noy 25 Mills, Chancery lane 
Hamptoys, Puitir, King’s Norton, Wores Nov 30 May, Wolverhampton 
Hanrgrsoy, Witsiam, Philpot lane Dec 20 Aird & Co, Brabant ct 

Haynes, Rutu Evie, Oxford Decl Kilby & Collinge, Banbury 

Henpverson, Exiza Axxe, Manchester Noy 30 Goulty & Goodfellow, Manchester 
Hii1, Georcr, Worthing Dec1 Collins & Collins, King William st 

Hoyve, Wituiam Dickon, Upper Gloucester pl Dec 81 Cree & Son, Gray’s inn sq 
Jarrett, Evizanetn, Stratford upon Avon Dec9 Slatter & Co, Stratford upon Avon 
Keppeut, Larritta, Rosherville, nr Gravesend. Dec 7 Troughton, Gravesend 
Larpen, the Rev Grorar Francis, DCL, Richmond Novy 24 Bond, Chancery In 
Lopar, Hexry, Bexley Heath, Kent Noy 30 Rawlings & Butt, Walbrook 

Lorr, Any, Kingston upon Hull Decl Winter & Henson, Hull 

McCartuy, Jane Grace, South Norwood Dec7 Bond, Golden sq 


Merca.re, Tuomas, South Eston, York, Omnibus Nov 30 Jackson & 
Jackson, Middlesborough 
Nicnotson, Witiiam, Nottingham, Farmer Noy 30 JS & C A Whall, Worksop 


Nostr, Henry, Appleby, Westmoreland, Farmer Novy5 E & E A Heelis, Appleby 
Nortu, Maria, Hove Lec1 Barfield & Child, Plowden bldgs, Temple 

Park, Witiiam, Millom, Cumberland, Farmer Noy 25 Butler, Broughton in Furness 
Pricg, THomas, Enfield Highway Dec10 Nickinson & Co, Chancery lane 

Pricnarp, Henrietta Manta, Cheltenham Dec17 Fooks & Co, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 
Repmayxe, Giies, Lancaster Dec 15 Underwood & Co, Holles st, Cavendish sq 
Ruopes, Cuarves, Sidcup, Kent Deel Collins & Collins, King William st 

Ricketts, Cuar.es, Trebarried, Brecon, Farmer Nov 18 D WJ Thomas, Brecon 
Rosz, Samvet, Rugby Novy 28 Fredk Fuller & Son, Rugby 

Surru, Puriir, Liverpool, Provision Merchant Dec1 Grierson & Mason, Liverpool 
TAs, James, Knowle, Warwick, Farmer Dec 1 King & Ludlow, Birmingham 
wa, Aare Littleton, Gloucester, Publican Nov 30 Crossman & Co, Thornbury 


Proprietor 


Trace, Joun Laxp, Kingswear, Devon Dec9 Aston, Gresham house 
Nov 14 Calley, Old Serjeants’ inn 
Trower, Mrs Maria Tueresa, Dawlish, Devon Nov 30 Cowdell, Torquay 


Wakerrerp, Cartes Couey, Knutsford, Chester, Calico Printer Nov 30 Walker & 
Rowe, Bucklersbury 
Wacker, Isasc Doxsirnorne, Southgate Dec1 Gellatly & Son, Fenchurch st 


Wasprovan, Bice, Bath,M D Decl Stone & Co, Bath 

Wets, Axx, Bournemouth Nov 26 Chapman & Co, Henrietta st, Cavendish sq 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 1. 

Aticock, Lovisa Kyort, Clapham Park Nov 30 Woods, College hill 

Batpwiy, Joun, Halifax, Worsted Manufacturer Noy 30 Marshall, Halifax 

Beut, Aner, Arlecdon, Cumberland Dec7 Dickinson, Whitehaven 

emer Hon Maria Lovisa, South Audley st Nov 28 Leman & Co, Lincoln’s inn 


Trepway, Ronert, Croydon 


Carsr, ecane, Amble, Northumberland, Builder Dee 8 Webb, Morpeth 
Coox, Exiza Bourse, Newcastle under Lyme Dec8 Till, Newcastle under Lyme 
Cooper, Henny, Sneinton, Nottingham Dec 25 J & A Bright, Nottingham 
CvitEy, Joux, Huish Episcopi, Somerset, Yeoman Nov 21 WJ Hill & Son, Langport 
Davies, Axe Janxr, Liverpool Nov1 Sandys & Williams, Liverpool 
Epwonps, Axtuony, Kingston-upon-Hull Noy 15 ES Wilson & Sons, Hull 
Exuiott, Jonx, Rugby, Stonemason Dec1 Seabroke, Rugby 
GiaxeELa, Josrru, Strand, Restaurateur Dec 1. Kingsford & Co, Essex st, Strand 
Garenaut, Frances, Knutsford, Chester Dect’ J C Walker & Co, Manchester 
Irons, Grornae Wittiam, Stoke Newington Decl Lucas & Ward, Eldon st 
Kyiout, Exizanetn Carouixe, Dorking Noy 28 Kays & Jones, New inn 
Kxox, Tuomas Epmoxp, Cambridge st, Hyde Park Dec 10 Caprons & Co, Savile pl 
Lanuam, Ricnarp, Pimlico Dee 10 Hills, Margate 
Lepcer, Exizasern, Essington, Stafford Dec 20 Marlow & Marten, Walsall 
Lek, Jaxk&, Epworth, Lincoln Dec15 Sharp, Epworth, nr Doncaster 
Mackay, Mrs Mary, Liverpool Dec15 Ashford, Argyll st 
McLennan, AvarittaA, Hove Dec10 Williams, Brighton 
Owen, Tuomas, Whitehall gins Dec 12 Fowler & Co, Clement's In 
Pasxe, Harriet, Leamington Dec13 Patersons & Co, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
PENDLEBURY, Joun, Manchester Novy 30 Batty & Co, Manchester 
Puiturs, Sern, Highbury New park Dec8 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford row 
Rooke, Henry Anxtoxy Puvsey, Upper Tooting Dec 25 Walker & Co, Carey st, 
coln’s inn 
Russet, Grorcre, Evesham, Worcester, Market Gardener Dec 2 Eades & Son 
Evesham . 
Tnomusox, Exizanetn, South Kensington Decl Greene & Underhill, Bedford row 
Warerririp, Orriweit Cures, Canterbury Dec12 Clements & Co, Gresham houre 
Wurtz, Hexry Osnorne, Twyford, Berks Dec 3 Church & Co, Bedford row 
Wuirterxe, Grorar, Beverley, York, Solicitor Bec3 Arden, Beverley 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Nov. 4. 
Apcock, Mary, Buckingham Nov 23 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
ae ~ JAMES hee ¥ Tizrney, Priory ter, Kew Gardens Dec 10 Crosse & Sons, 





Barystey, Joseru, Old Hill, Stafford, Butcher Nov14 Cooksey, Old Hill 

Barras, Grorce THomas, Rotherham, York, Solicitor Dec31 Boardman, Manchester 
Berry, Jony, Whitefield, nr Manchester, Road Paver Dec 5 Scholfield, Manchester 
Briore, Cuartes Epwaro, Streatham, Warehouseman Nov 20 Plunkett & Leader, St 


Paul’s churchyard ? 
Bromwicn, Saran, Kenilworth, Warwick DecS W F & W Willoughby, Daventry 


Burcess, Georcr, Wilmslow, Chester, Carter Dec 15 Domakin, Wilmslow 
Dix, Evizaneru, Cheltenham Dec8 W & C H Jessop, Cheltenham 

Dosson, Witt1am, Bowling, Bradford Dec1 Farrar & Crowther, Bradford 
Furmipcr, Witiam, Lincoln Decl Larkin & Co, Newark on Trent 

Garpner, Tuomas, Bradford, Grocer Dec 21 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 
Garrert, ALrrep Henry, Brixton, Clerk Dec3 Jones & Co, Mark lane 
Harpy, Jonw Cuarres, Bush lane, Solicitor Dec 20 Vandercom & Co, Bush lane 
Hawpow, Exizanern, Blackhill, Durham Dec 10 Ward, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Herve, Avoustus, Manchester, Merchant DecS Grundy & Co, Manchester 
Hewitt, Marrua Avy, Shrewsbury; Salop Dec2 Stevens, Shrewsbury 
Howmes, Joseru, Holme, nr Market Weighton, York Dec3 Willey, Leeds 
Innes, Rosz, Bournemouth Dec 12 Simpson & Co, Moorgate s t 

Jerrery, Mary Vatentine, Bath Deceé Stone & Co, Bath 

Jounsoyx, ELeaxor Saran, Hammersmith Nov 30 Kendall & Co, Carey st 


Jounstone, Mrs Anne Hester, and Rev Ronert Apercrompie JouyxsTonr, Windsor 
and Brentwood Dec12 Frere & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Lansex, Mary Ann Cuiirrogp, Anerley, Surrey Dec 5 Torr & Co, Abingdon st, West- 
minster 

Lecu, Epwarp Bircu, Shrewsbury, Salop, Mercer Dec2 Stevens, Shrewsbury 


Lewis, Heyry, Folkestone, MD Dec8 Fox & Co, Arundel st 

LuEweL.yn, James, Ross, Hereford Dec 31 WH & FS Callins, Rosas 

Matauiev, James Harpy, Grotton, York, Cotton Dealer Dec 20 Booth & Sons, 
Oldhai 


m 
Marsu, Exvizaneru, Woodside, nr Dudley, Innkeeper Nov 25 Cooksey, Old Hill, Staffs 
Mepcatr, Tuomas Driver, Hertford Decl Spence & Co, Hertford 


Mure, Rosert Wi iiam, Jewry st, Merchant Dec 16 C W & H B Taylor, Cratched E 
Friars 


Parkixson, Ricnarp Currron, Ashton on Ribble, nr Preston Dec 2 Needham & Co 


Manchester 

Ronp1, Heyri, Gower st, Artist Dec 3 Fairbrother, Leadenhall st 

ROWLANDS, SusANwAH, Taffs Well, Glamorgan Dec5 Morgan, Cardiff 
RowLanpson, Tuomas, Grayrigg, Westmorland Nov 30 Watson & Chorley, Kendal 
Score, Ricuarp, sen, Portland, Dorset Dec 15 Andrews & Co, Dorchester 
Sweet, Josrrn, Bristol, Corn Merchant Decl Benson & Co, Bristol 
Tompkins, Hanry Butt, Kempston, Bedford Dec 23 Jessopp & Son, Bedford 


Townenp, James, Hemsworth, York, Market Gardener Nov 30 Scholefield & Scholefield, 
Hemsworth, nr Wakefield : ‘ 
WAKEFIELD, Samvet, Beeston, Notts Nov 28 Wells & Hind, Nottingham 


Warrier, Ansiz Bett, Limehouse Dec 22 Birchalls, Gracechurch st 
Wesrtox, Axne Hennietta, Gloucester pl, Portman sq Nov 28 Boodle & Co, Davies st 
Wairaker, Tuomas, Manchester, Chemist Dec 24 Weston & Co, Manchester 
Whitt, Evarenr Gomez, Manor House, Stanmore Dee 17 Wild & Wild, Lawrence In 
Wiiuiams, Rey Tuomas Pierce, Bath Jan5 Powell, Raymond bidgs 

London Gazette.—Twurspay, Nov 8, 
Beppinaroy, Maurice, Lancaster gt, Hyde pk Dec 24 Montagu & Co, Bucklersbury 
Be.t, Josern, Burslem, Staffs, Innkeeper Decl Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tunstall 


Bevertey, Grorce, Burlow Grange Farm, Derby, Farmer Dec 21 Bennett & Ca 
Buxton 
Bitianey, Witiiam, Arnold, nr Skirlaugh, Yorks, Farmer Dec 1 Scott & Cooper, Hull 


Bony, WiL1AM, Ipswich, Jeweller Dec5 Long & Casley, Ipswich 

Buaroy, Georce, Ashmore Brook, nr Lichfield Nov15 Neve & Co, Wolverhampton 

CampseE ct, Exiza Jane, John st, Bloomsbury Dec12 Batten & Co, Gt George st 

Cuor.ey, Jonn MaxweE tt, Union ct, Old Broad st, Tailor Feb1 Noon & Clarke, Gt St 
elen’s 

Currrrrros, Joux Wit114M, Sunderland Nov30 Burnicle, Sunderland 


Cosyxauam, The Most Hon Heyay Francis Marquis, North Audley st 
Saltwell & Co, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s inn - ‘ 
Coox, Jang, Sampford Pevereil, Devon Jan1 Partridge & Cockram, Tiverton 


Devenisu, Jouy Horevs, Weymouth, Dorset Dec19 Andrews & Co, Weymouth 
Evans, Henry Crane, Shifnal, Salop, Carpenter Dee 23 Potts & Potts, Broseley 
Evays, Wiiu1Am, Rhyl, Flint Nov30 Jones, Rhyl 


Fox, Wituiam James, Marple, Cheshire, Merchant’s Buyer Dec 31 
Manchester 
France, Estuer, Wigan, Fruiterer Dec 7 Winder, Bolton 


Garpiner, Witu1Am, Ashton under Lyme Dec 24 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Garrarp, Mrs Exvizanetu, Sandown, I W Dec 20 Style & Co, Liverpool 


Dee 26 


Diggles & Ogden 


Goprrer, Josern Freeman, Birmingham Jan1 Reece & Harris, Birmingham 
GRIERSON, Sages, Rockferry, Chester, Real Estate Dealer Dec15 Grierson & Mason 
Live 


Gairritn, Wats, New sq, Lincoln’s inn Feb 3 Lydall & Sons, John st, Bedford 


row 
Hayne, Mary Anne, Fordington, Dorset Nov 30 Symonds & Sons, Dorchester 
Homes, Mary Any, Cocking, nr Midhurst, Sussex Jan1 Spoffoth, Bristol 


Ispersox. Henry Leverr Boscawen, Folkestone Jan 16 Bannister & Co, John st, 
ord row 
James, Bensamin, Daneville rd, Denmark hill Nov 21 Poole & Robinson, Union court 


Lama, Fomsas Parceter, Wolverhampton, Factor Dec 21 Shelton & Co, Wolver- 
mpton 
Lamp, Georce, Wolverhampton, Factor Dec31 Shelton & Co, Wolverhampton 


Lampert, Exiza Catuerine Lady, Great Malvern, Worcester Decl0 Yonge, Worcester 
Lanspown, Carouine, Upper Holloway Dec12 Robinson & Co, Charterhouse sq 


Lismore, _ Poxsonsy Viscount, Old Burlington st Dec 3 Leman & Co, Lincoln’a 
inn 
MacueEtt, The Rey Ricnarp Bevertey, York Oct7 Pollock & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Maclver, Exvizanety Acnes, Madras, India Dec3 Maddirons, King’s Arms yd 
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Mepcatr, Tuomas Driver, Hertford Decl Spence & Co, Hertford 

Miiter, Rozert, Bunhillrow Dec 25 Sherrard & Sons, Gresham st 

Moore, Josern, jun, Norton Woodsats,!Derby, Gardener Des 15 Wake & Sons, Sheffield 
Porrs, Susanyan Asurorp, Broseley,Salop Dec 23 Potts & Potts, Broseley, Salop 


Pysvs-Settox, Jous Scupamore, Cowden, Kent Dec 10 Reader & Co, Chapel pl, 
Poultry 
Ricnarps, aon. aipe Ans, New Cross Deol0 Light & Galbraith, Victoria st 


Saxer, Harriet Ayn, Henleyon Thames Decl Mercer & Oldham, Henley on Thames 
Sratuers, Tuomas, York, Clerk Dec19 Bannister Dent, York 
Sreav, Saran, Pudsey, York Deo 10 Lupton & Fawsett, Leeds 
Swixvetis, Frevernick Joux, Chorlton on Medlock, Lancs Feb 2 Whitaker, 
Lancaster pl 
Tayior, SEVERN, and Jane Ayxw Tay.or, Derby, Iron Merchant Dec14 Stone, Derby 
Turney, Tuomas, Moss Side, Manchester Dec 20 Leach & Son, Manchester 
Ty.er, Ayn Exizanern, Southend on Sea Dec 1 Tolhurst & Co, Southend on Sea 
Wacker, Atrrep, Enfield Dec15 Marchant & Co, College st 
Warker, Racnet Witirams, Hereford Dec15 Humfrys, Hereford 
Wesser, Henry, South Kensington Nov 26 Lumley & Lumley, Conduit st 
HITE, JOANNA Evizabetu, Preston Nov 27 Hale, Holborn Town Hall 
Witpmay, Witt1am, Shipley, York, Contractor Dec3 Atkinson, Shipley 
Wrysn, Jamuxs, Eccles, Lancs Dec 20 Leach & Son, Manchester 
London Gasette.—F aipay, Nov. 11. 
Arr_evarRp, THomas Waps, Headingley, Leeds Dec17 Nelson & Co, Lesds 
Baxer, Morris, Harborne, Birmingham Dec9 Wood & Co, Birmingham 
Boacoy, Jouy, Bromley st, Commercial rd Dec24 Stones & Co, Finsbury circus 
Bariastocke, Maria, Cardigan Jan12 Morgan & Richardson, Cardigan 
Be sHevt, WittiaAM Dunnam, King’s Lynn, Norfolk Dec 20 Ward, King’s Lynn 
Ceca, Aaron, Oswaldtwistle, Lancs, Stone Mason Dec19 Sharples & Son, Accrington 
Cieac, Mary Ayn, Oswaldthistle, Lancs Dee 19 Sharples & Son, Accriagton 
Couper, WittiAu Grece, Lime st Dec5 Smith, Fenchurch bldgs 
Crook, Exocu, Burbage, Wilts, Farmer Dec5 Merrimans& Gwillims 
Fisuer, Grorce, 8t Leonards on Sea Dec12 Albert Neve, 8t Leonards on Sea 
Frayce, Joux, Glossop, Derby, Auctioneer Dec 10, {Ellison, Glossop 
Futier, Jouy, Hailsham, Sussex, Hop Merchant Dec19 Smith, Hastings 
GaskELL, Josi1an, Ashton in Makeriield, Lancs Nov 30 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 
Geave, ANNABELLA, Kensington Dec9 Brewer, Barnstaple 
Greasox, Mary, Darwen, Lancs Jan1 Costeker, Darwen 


Hane, Jous, Clifton, Bristol Jan6 Burges & Sloan, Bristol 

Hawkes, Frepeaick, Chesham, Bucks Nov 20 Francis & How, Chesham 

JENNER, Right ] Rev 3 Heyry Lasceties, DD. Preston next Wingham, nr Dover, Lord 
Edgel 


on Thames 

Jouxson, JouNn , a Peckham 16  Othen. jun, York bldgs, Adelphi 
Jounsox, Martiew, Terrington St Clement, Norfolk Dec20 Ward, King’s Lynn 
Jones, Jane Ax Scort Lawrence, Hanham, nr Bristol Dec14é Stone & Co, Bath. 
Jones, Jexwert, Hereford, Dec 9 Tickner, Gray’s inn 8q 
Lanoxey, Cuances, Thorton Hough, Chester, Farmer Dec 22 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 
Leiou, Levi, Leamington Dec 24 Chew & Co, Manchester 
Manrays, Isatau, St. Mary Axe Dec 22 Grunebaum, Ely-place, Holborn 
Manxxua,'Evizazets, Lutterworth, Saddler Dec6 Watson & Son, Lutterworth 
Pace, Priscitia, Boxted, Essex Dec 10 Marshall, Colchester 
Paramet, Many Exces, Bath Dec3 Timmins, Bath 
Porter, Save. Josern, Camberwell rd Dec 8 Lithgow, Wimpole st 
Quix, Jutta ANxe, Bath Deo14 Stone & Go, Bath 
Rours Tuomas, Great St Helens, Wine Merchant Dec 24 Mills & Co, 2, Branswick pl, 

Ci 


Rouivsox, Witt1am, Worcester Decl5 Perry & Travis, Stourbridge 
Russewt, Sir Groce, Swallowfield Park, Berks, Baronet, MP Dec 20 Pemberton & 


a yi, aR Stevenage, Hettford Dec23 James & Jamies, Ely pl 
Suorr, Sacer, Rotherhithe, Lighterman Dec 23 James & James, Ely pl 

Saurru, Georce, Sydenham Jani Henderson & Co, Philpot In 

Swrrn, Mary Exizaners, Staindrop Field House, Durham Nov 24 Booth & Wood, 


uc 


Surrox, Ricuanp, Liverpool, Dairyman Dec? Garnett, Liverpool 

Surroy, James, Dent, York, Yeoman Dec7 Garnett, Liverpool 

Tavtor, Mrs Emiry Lovisa, Torquay Dec 20 Deacon & Co, Gt St Helens 

Verey, Cnarces, Bethest Dec 12 Verey, Bedford. 

Warren, Witiiam, Queniborough, Leicester Dec 24 Buckby, Leicester 

Waryre, Sauver Wittian, Southamptszn Dec2l AG&NG Heaven, Bristol 

Wepox, Joux Dawson, Racing Accountant Nov 30 Stokes & Neighbour, Bedford-row 
Wurresipr, James, Preston Dec7 Clarke & Co, Preston 

Wareges, 3 James, Rockhampton, Queensland Storekeeper Dec9 Blyth & Co, Gresham 


Warrwears, Samvet, Heywood, Lancs Dec15 Standring & Co, Rochdale 








WInpsor, Rover | Witxuram James, Redgrave, Norfolk Dec2 Clapham & Co, Devon- 


Woov pre Upper Melloway ‘Dec 21 Osbaldeston & Co, Chancery lane 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 

London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 11, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Cnantes Roserrs, Rye, Sussex, Watchmaker 
Pet Nov 9 Nov 9 

Bai, Georce Frepericx, New Bocugten, Kent, Carpenter 
Rochester Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Botton, Cuartes Banks, Pudsey, Yorks, Boot Maker 
Bradford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


Oszorx, Tromas, 
Court Pet Nov . 0 
Owen, Samvet, Bloomsbu 
Court Pet April6é O 
Payne, James, St Albans, 


ALLEN, Nov8 Ord Nov 8 
Hasti 


Nov 8 


Bowr | oars LYN, Huthwaite, Notts Nottingham Pet Nov7 Oct 21 Ord Nov 
Brices, Rovenr, Sheffield, Cabinet Maker Sheffield Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 SanpeErs, ey Vic aang 
Ci aMBERLAIN, Freperick Wi.tiam, Leicester, Commission _—— of Racehi 
lov 8 


Agent Leicester Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
CuvvLeian & Co, Camden Town, Pianoforte Manufacturers 


win Commercial Traveller High 
Nov 


Coschiuilder 8t Albans Pet Off Rec 

Puitrot, Jane Mavp McCurpy, Bedford Bedford Pet 
Oct 25 Ord Nov7 

Price, ee Merthyr Tydfil Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov 
8 

aoe Hexry Caer 7 Islington, Baker High Court 

Ricnarps, WILtiAm, Tianelly, Grocer Carmarthen Pet 


Suirn, Joun i, + Grocer Scarborough 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Arxkixsox, Ciiristornen, Castleford, Yorks, Blacksmith 
Nov 18 at 10.80 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
Beaytanv, Joun Tuomas, Great Grimsby Nov 18 at 11 
, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsb: 
CHAMBERLAIN, "Freperick WILLIAM 


ft gahing Engineer High 


, Belgrave, Leicester, 
t Nov 21 at 12 Rec, 1, Berridge 
‘gin, Builder Nov 18 at 3 


Crane, Cuaruxs, I 
Off 


e 
Ropert arn Ki 
at ll 


Nov 18 Bankrupty blige Carey a 
Dray, Witi1am, Dover, Carrier Nov 24 at 
, Castle 
, Builder Nov 21 at 2.45 sin, 


ord, Kent Nov@iati1 116, High 


CUNNINGHAM, 
veller 


Lambourne, | Dyes, JAmEs, 


Pet Nov 8 


Newbury 


Etsz, Epwaxp, 















High Court Pet Oct 13 Ord Nov 8 Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 Eur, eRt, Morley, Yorks Nov 18 at 12 Off Reo, Bank 
Couuinsox, G@eorak ArtTuuR, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet | Stamr, James Henry, ham, Jeweller’s Factor 

Nov9 Ord Nov 9 am Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 9 Exson, Harey Raryrorp, Grimsby, ’ Assistant 
Cuxnincuam, Ronert Napier, Kilburn, Commercial | Stanpex, Davip James, and Tuomas Sranpex, Forest Nov 21 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4 and 6, ey Boston 

Traveller High Court Pet Aug17 Ord Nov7 Greenwich Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 8 Evans, Davi ph} Nov 
Cuswortn, Freperick, Castleford, Yorks, Clothier Wake- | Storey, Tuorxrox, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Nov9 Ord 19 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

field Pet Nov 7 ov 7 Nov 9 Evays, Joux, Hawthorn, or Glam, Cierk Nov 18 
Davisoy, Levi Navy, Gt Grimsby, Builder Gt Grimsby at 


Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 


Eccies, ANNIE, ety ae = 5 Bes Outfitter 
Kendal Pet Nov 9 Ord N 


Exsz, Eowarp, Dartford, Kent. Rochester Pet Nov 7 
ov7 

Exsor, Haery Raixvorp, Grimsby Boston Pet Oct 17 
Ord Nov 9 

Farmer, Sreruen, os mm, Staffs, Pork Butcher Dudley 


Pet Nov? Ord N 
Foreman, ALFRED, or Suffolk, Grocer Gt 


Yarmouth Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov9 
Foster, WILLIAM, and Joun Brapsnaw, Wigan, Builders 
Haveerc, WituiAm Henry, Ampthill, Beds, Cycle Maker 
Bedford PetNov7 Ord Nov 
Nov 3 Ord Nov 3 
or - Sones Hexay, Swansea Swansea Pet Nov9 
Hirt, Wiiiiam Heyry, Kingston wi H 
Kingston upon Hull’ Pet ov 9 Ora 2 woe’ 
Butcher Canterbury 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Jenan, JANE, Weston super Mare, Boarding House Keeper 
Ray, ,omse oe, 1, Boot Dealer heme Pet Oct 25 
‘ov 
ee Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov 8 
Me.tarp, Lovis, Nottingham, Stockbroker Nottingham 
Meyer, H, Paternoster sq, a Manufacturer High 
Court "Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 
Confectioner Salford Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Mourrext, Save, St James’ James ist, Builder High 


Wigan Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 7 
Hawkins, Percivat zeae, Sutton, Surrey Croydon Pet 
Ord Nov 9 
Grocer 
Hocsex, Wittiam Henry, Dover, 
Bridgwater Pet Nov3 Ord Nov7 
Le . A.rerp Joux, Newton le Willows, Lancs, Carpenter 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 
Mittwarp, Jous Lorruovuse, Putricrott, Lanes, Wholesale 
Court Pet Augii Ord Nov9 


Swirt, Mark Wituiam, =m, nr Leeds, Butcher Leeds 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 


t Edmonton Pet Oct 19 Ord Nov 


Tuompsox, Geratp Cunarves, Offord Cluny, Hunts 
Bedford Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Tuomas, Joun, Leicester, Auctioneer Leicester Pet Nov7 
Ord Nov 7 

Taomas, Witt1am Dav ~, Ystalyfera, Glam, Grocer Neath 
Pet Nov7 Nov 

Trowprivck, Heyry Groncr, Southsea, Baker Portsmouth 
Pet Nov7 Ord N 


Surrey, Insurance | 





Turner, Hereert aa 179 Richmond, 
Agent rth Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Wappinetox, Harry Hersert, Blac 
26 Ord Nov7 
Waker, Witiiam, Rowlands Castle, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 
Weare, Caarces, and Freperick CHARLES 
2 en Watchmakers Brighton Pet Nov8 
ovs 


Wear, 


msford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 
Wixcock, Crrait, Wakefield, Cabinet ‘Maker 
Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 
Wituiams, Joun Davin, 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


Bolicitor N Sept 30 Ord Nov5 


Amended notice substituted for that patties in the 
London Gazette of Nov 5 


Amended notice substituted for iat 1 7 aee in the 
London Gazette of Ni 





Oaxuey, Josern Davin, Bilston, Stalls, Seen Wolver- 
hampton Pet Qct13 Ord Nov3 


Tarrax, Epwarp ante dl Palmer’s Green, aon } 
Merchan' 


1 Preston Pet | 
| 





Ord | 
i Epear, Romford, pam, Harness eal 
Wakefield 
Bethesda, Quarryman Danger | 
Wortastox, Joun — eng mea Torkard, Notts, | 
Sant 
Boveges, Wussen | on, a’ Statts, meee 


yr 
| Fert, Frepericx to Bradford, Tailor Nov 18 at 11 
Off 31, Manor row, Bradford 
1LLIAM, and Joun Brapsaaw, Wigan, Builders 


| Foster; 
| Nov 21 at 8 igan 
| Furnisu, Joux, Bradford, 1 mferchant Nov 21 at 11 
Off Rec, 81, Manor row, Bradford 
Gonpen, ALrRED Nov “is at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
‘arey st 
Gorpox, Ropert, Fetes, Traveliing Draper Nov 18 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 14, re t, Preston 


Glam, Labourer Nov 21 at 12 


st, yr 
James ALLEN, and Percy Doveras Jouiirre 
Tailors Nov 19 at 11 Uff Rec, Townhall 


Hi Witiiam Henry, Dover, Butcher Nov 24 at 9 
“Off Ree, 23, Castle at, Ganterbury 
Horcuinson “s 34, Bal “Tipper Norwood, U Nov 
18 at 11. Railwa a) ridge 
: : Y Reha Nov Nov 18 at 8.45 Ship 


| Gurrriy, Dantus, Dowlais, 


Hawks, 


Jones, Hezexiau, Bangor, 


Keasie, Wiiiiam, Wi York Nov18 
atill Off Trinity House lane, 
Kemer, Rosent Evpy, Truro, Smith Nov 21 at 12 Off 
Boscawen st, Truro 


nomas ALFRED, Ramsgate, —— Yona Nov 21 

es cae Batley, Yorks Nov 18 at 3 Off Rec, Bank 

ee ee, Dave Nov 23 at 10 
Swindon 


| Masmnem Joux, 
Oumar Joseru Davi Bilaton, Staffs, Draper Nov 22 at 
Off Rec, Wol civethamgton 
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Pixnry, Lewis, Wellingborough, Boot Seaeeatanns Nov 
18 at 2.30 ‘Bankruptcy y bldgs, Carey 

PrizstMan, James, Bishop Auc land, A Nov 18 
at 2.30 Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 

Ricnarps, Arravr James, Swansea, Registrar Noy 21 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Roserts, Roser, Clynnog, Carnarvon, Farmer Noy 19 at 
11.30 Prince of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 

Rup.er, Georer Wittiam,C haddington, nrSwindon Nov23 
at10.15 Off Rec, 48, Cricklade st, Swindon 

Sreap, Joux, W imbledon, Builder’ Nov 18 at 12 24, 
Railway app, London bridge 

Street, Josian, Batley, Yorks, Painter Nov 18atil Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs. Batley 

Ezarina, Beatrice, Boston, Lincs, Milliner Nov 21 at 
12.16 Off Rec, 4and 6, West st, Boston 

Tuomas, Joun, Leicester, Auctioneer Nov 21 at 12.30 Off 
I » Berridge st, Leicester 

Tuomas, Seri, Featherstone, Yorks, Miner 
Off Rec, 6, Bond tce, Wakefield 

Toosey, Osnert Hupson, Sutton, Surrey, Insurance Agent 
Jan 27 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Nov 18 at 11 


Trowsriper, Hexry Groner, Nouthsea, Hants, Baker 
Nov 18 at 3,30 Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st 
Portsmouth 

Turxern, Wavrer Wir.ram, Jarrow, Durham, Hatter 


Off Rec, 


mer 21 at 11,30 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


yne 
Wanker, Wittiam, Rowlands Castle, Hants Nov 18 at 3 
Off Rec, Cambridge junction, High st, Portsmouth 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bat, Groner Ereverick, Newcastle on Tyne, Carpenter 
Rochester Pet Nov Ord Nov 9 


Brut, Georet Hunter, Newtown, Mont, Pianoforte Tuner 
Newtown Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 25 


Botioy, Cuarces Banks, anew, Yorks Boot Maker 
radford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Bower, Emtysx, Hucknall under Huthwaite, Notts 
Nottingham Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

CHAMBERLAIN, Freperick WiiuiaM. Leicester, Commission 
Agent Leicester Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

Cotiinson, Groras Artnunr, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Caawrorp, Mivpierox, and Artruur Fraycis Marrix, 


. New Oxford st, Engineers High Court Pet Aug 5 
> Ord Nov7 

Cusxixncuam, Ronert Napier, Kilburn, 
Traveller High Court PetAugi7 Ord Nov9 

Cuswortn, Freprnick, Castleford, Yorks, Clothier 
Wakefield PetNov7 Ord Nov7 

Davis, Atrrep Austin, Exeter, Fishmonger Exeter 
Pet Oct 8 Ord Nov7 

Davison, Levi Navit, Great Grimsby, Builder Great 

Grimsby Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Dykes, J AMES, Kettering, Builder Northampton Pet Nov 4 
Ord Nov 4 

Eccies, Anniz, Windermere, Westmorland, Outfitter 
Kendal Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Exsz, Evwanp, Dartford, Kent Rochester Pet‘Novy7 Ord 


Oct 7 

Farmer, Sterne, Old Hill, Staffs, Pork Butcher Dudley 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 

Go.ppera, Samvet, Crispin st, Spitalfields, Boot Manufac- 
turer High Court Pet Aug13 Ord Nov 5 

Hasgnison, Bensamin Witttam, and James phe EN Biytn, 
Cromer, Norfolk, Builders Norwich Pet Oct 27 Ord 


Nov 8 

Hanxzis, Grorcr Tuomas, Northampton, Milliner North- 
ampton Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov7 

Hastixcs, Eowarp Beaumont, Pall Mall, Contractor High 
Court Pet Sept13 Ord Nov 5 

Havpere, Wittiam Henny, fa, Beds, Cycle Maker 
Bedford Pet Nov7 Ord N ov7 

Hawk1ys, Percivan Lavyr, Sutton, Surrey Croydon Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov 3 

Hewmern, Grorar He 
Ord Nov 9 

Hitt, Witt1am Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov@ Ord Nov9 

Hoaosex, Wittiam_ Henry, Dover, Butcher Canterbury 
Pet Nov 5 Ord Nov5 

Hurcuixsox, Witwiam, 
Croydon’ Pet Oct 25 Or 

Jenan, Janu, Weston super Mare, Fc psd house Keeper 
Bridgwater Pet Nov3 Ord N 

Kixc, Epuuxp Amprose, Clifton Bowe, Bristol Bristol 

Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov8 

Kixe, JvuuiA Mavpr Kenstermay, Clifton Down, Bristol 
Bristol Pet Uct 29 Ord Nov 8 

Lewis, Atrrep Joux, Newton “e Willows, saat, Car- 
penter Warrington Pet NovS Ord Nov 

Mextarp, Lovis, Nottingham, Stockbroker Nottingham 
Pet NovS Ord Nov8s 

Mititwanp, Joun Lorruovss, Patricroft, Lanes, eens 
Confectioner Salford Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 

Ouivir, Jou, Old st, Carpet Weaver High Court Pet 
Sept 28 Ord Nov 9 

Osporn, Tuomas, Hornsey, Commercial Traveller High 
Court Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Pixxey, Lewis, Wellingborough, — Manufacturer 
Northam: 24 


pton Pet Ord N 
Pric —— AB, Merthyr afil Merthyr Tyan Pet Nov 8 
8 
ar, Joun i, en, Grocer Scarborough 


Commercial 


nny, Mumbles Swansea Pet Nov 9 


Up Norwood, Upholsterer 
TN Nov 9 , 


Pet Nov7 Ord Noy 

Srrap, — Wimbledon, Builder Wandsworth Pet 
Sept Ord Nov 5 

quia enaecon Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 

Swan, Bexsamix, St Alb Herts, Dealer in Cycles 
8t Albans Pet Nov 1 Nov 4 


Swirt, Marx Witt am Halton, nr Leeds, Butcher Leeds 
Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

eae ar —~>* Leicester, Auctioneer Leicester Pet Nov 

ov7 

Punbs, Wituiam Davin, ‘eed Glam, Grocer Neath 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 

Tuomrson, GeraLp Gos. Offord Cluny, Hunte Bed- 
ford Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 





Trowprince, Hexsry Grorce, Southsea, Baker Ports- 
mouth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov : 
Vavutix, Craupe, 8t John’s wank, Metallurgist High 


Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov4 

Wa ker, Wittiam, Rowlands Castle, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Wens, Exs Epear, be) rm Harness Maker Chelms- 
ford Pet Nov7 Ord Ni 

Witcock, Crrin, Wakeficla” Cabinet Maker Wakefield 
Pet Nov4 OrdNov4 

Wirurams, Joun Davin, Bethesda, Quarryman Bangor 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Loveuer, Davin Lewts, Cardiff, Traveller Cardiff Adjud 
June 7, 1895 Annul Nov 3 


London Gazette.—Twrspay, Nov. 15. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Acrorp, Lovisa Jang, pn 5 ea gente Barry, Butcher 
Cardiff Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 


Armstronc, Tuomas Littce, Workington, Cumberland, 
ah a Draper Cockermouth Pet Nov 9 Ord 
ov 


Avtuers, Watrer Jonxy Mansiatt, Burlescombe, Devon, 
Insurance Agent Taunton Pet Nov12 Ord Nov ss 

Baty, Jous, ee! nr Sheffield, Fruiterer Sheftield 
Pet Nov 10 Ord N Nov 1 

Barrett, Tuomas atl and Stewart James Hay 
Baneert, Rushden, Boot Manufactarers Northampton 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 8 

Bentiry, Fanny, Fargate, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 
Sheffield Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Crisrix, Curistorxer, Lowestoft, ‘one Great 
Yarmouth Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 1 

Easton, Grorcr, Hirst, nr Morpeth, ee Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Brant. Pastis Rhyl, Flint, Draper Bangor Pet Nov 11 
0 

Faincuttp, Epwix. Harlesden, Surveyor High Court Pet 


May 15 Ord Novs 
Ferrier, Joseru, South Piles Tailor Newcastle on 


Tyne Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 1 
Freestos, Harry Freperick, Tho dale rd, General 
Dealer Brighton Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 9 


GuzirzmMay, Jonas, Mansell 
Court Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 

Hawes, F Surroy, New Barnet. Hertford Barnet Pet 
Oct 14 — Nov 9 

Henscuev, Leo, Maida Vale, ie in Fine Art High 
Court Pet Oct 25 Ord Novi 

Hutt, J H, Longsight, Bh ot a ag General Warehouseman 
Manchester Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 11 

Joxes, Daviv, Kirkdale, Liverpool, Wholesale Butcher 
Livespoot Pet Oct 24 Ord Nov 9 

Kay, Samvuet Watrtoyx, Butler’s Marston, Warwick 
Banbury PetNovill Ord Nov 11 

KinG, WittiAM, Kensington, Cab Proprietor High Court 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Lewras, Grorcet, Blackpool, Draper Preston Pet Nov il 
Ord Nov 11 

Lovey, Samt ute Manor pk, Essex High Court Pet Oct1 
0 


1 st, nom Furrier High 


rd Nov 1 
Lowg, J ~. 8 ‘lagton pk, Stick Mounter High Court Pet 
Nov 1 Ord Ni 
Lowry, Trost AS, Truro, Innkeeper Truro Pet Nov 10 


‘ov 10 

MacKewnzis, Encar Anrrosvs, Herne hill, G phical 
Draughtsman igh Co Pet Nov _ Ord Now 10 

Marti, Witiias Harcu, a a Devon, Farmer 
Plymouth Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 

Mawson, Freperick, Gat Mat Merchant Newcastle 
on Tyne ge ae > 

Mo... Perer, peer olloway, er h Court Pet 
Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 . me 

Mycrort, Frank, Alfreton, Derby, Butcher Derby 
Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Osporx, WILLIAM, Le Lanes, Bootmaker Stockport 
Pet Noy 11 Nov 


Rossiter, Epwakp, dd Wandsworth Pet Sept 6 


Ord Nov 3 
Sueitron, Freperick, Wollaston, Northampton. Boot 
ufacturer Northampton Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 


8. stream, Jose Brixton High Court Pet Oct20 Ord 


‘ov 

8: a Grorcr, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Nov10 Ord 
ov 10 

Swattow, Jonny Witi1am, Souder, York, Fruiterer 
Dewsbury Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov1 

Watuis, Josern, Chesham, Bucks, Builder 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 11 

Watennp, Fugue, Neath, Glam, Builder Neath Pet Nov 
2 


ov 12 
Wueartstone, ALnert, Hereford, Clothier Hereford Pet 
arwick, School 


Nov12 Ord Nov 12 
White, Maria Annie, Gravell 
Proprietress Birmingham Pet Noe be Ord Nov 12 

Wittiam, Kingswood, Gloucester, Carpenter 

w 3 Pet Novil Ord tks @ Brad 
1Lson, THomas, Barno! or! ‘as 

ford Pet Nov10 Ord Nov a 

Wosns AD, Jonw Hemineway, ” Noweastle on , Builder 
Journeyman Saddler 


Newcastle on Tyne Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Yarnart, Wiit1am Bent, Leicester, 
Leicester Pet Nov1l Ord Nov 11 ll 

Yeoman, Water SuHeprarp, Frome Cycle 
Agent Frome Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Aten, CHARLes Seem, R Sussex, Watchmaker 
Noy 22 at 2.30 George ho tel, Rye 

Avtuers, WaLter Jonyw Mesenax ’ Burlescombe, Devon. 
Insurance Agent Nov 23at11 Off Rec, 5:, Hammett 


st, Taunton 
Bavpevey, WILLiAM Bg kang Edgbaston Nov 23 at 11 
Birmingham 


174, Corporation st, 
Boman, ‘ Kent, 


Aylesbury 


Wurtz, 


Batt,, Geornce Frepericx, New 


Carpenter Dec 12at12 115, High st, Rocheste' 








a jo Ricnarp, Cotzert, en enatng Noy 22 at 10.16 
Rec, Regent st, Barnsl 

ise Josten, Great Grimeby, Smackowner Nov 22 atli 
Off Rec any Osborne st, Great Grimsby 

Bo.Loy, Cnan.es Banks, Pudsey, York. Boot Maker 
Nov 23 at 11 Off Rec, 31 om Bradford 

Bower, Eutyy, Hucknall ‘under Huthwaite, Notts Nov22 
at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Baricas, > Sheffield, Cabinet Maker Nov 22 at 8 
Off Figtree la, Sheffield 

CaUDLEIGH ep Camden Town, Pianoforte Manufacturers 
Nov 22at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CuippinepaLe, Samvuret Dopp, Edenbridge, Kent, Corn 
Factor Nov 22 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 
— : : 

Fryer, Row:axp Cuares, Cardiff, Baker Nov 23 at li 
Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Hemmen, GEORGE Heyry, oo, & Glam Nov 22 at 12 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Sw: 

Henson, JosErH, Wilkes st, Spitafields, Grocer Nov 22 at 
12 Bankruptcy blidgs, Cs arey st 

Hix, James Artuvr, Sheffield, Boot Dealer 
2.39 Off Rec, Figtree lane, Bheffield L 

Hitt, WitiraM Henry, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Nov 
22atll Off Rec, ‘Trinity House lane, Hull 

Hopaxinson, Frank, Hendon Nov 22 at 3 Off Rec, 965, 
Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Jackson, Gzorce Ropert, Middlesborough, Grocer Nov 
23 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Jounson, SAMUEL, Barnsley, Commercial Travellor Nov 
22at10 Off Rec, Regent st, Barnsley 

Jones, JAMES, Leintwardine, Hereford, Tailor 
10 4,.Corn sq, Leominster 

Kine, WituiaM, ee are Park rd, os Proprietor Nov 
23at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care a 

Lewis, ALFRED Joun, Newton:le Willows, Lancs, Carpenter 
Dec 2 at 10.45 Court house, Palmyra sq, Warrington 

Lvcas, Witu1am James, Blackburn, Scalemaker Nov 22 at 
3.30 County Court house, Blackburn 

Maurert, Tuomas Heyry, Cardiff Nov 2tat 11 Off 

, 29, Queen st, iff 

Mansuat, Wituiam, Tredegar, Mon, Lodging house 
Keeper Nov 22 at 12 65, 5 High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Muyvrnr, H, Paternoster sq, Mantle 7 eee Nov 23 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care sy 

Miter, Moses, Bradford, Tailor Nov 24 at 11 Off Ree, 
31, Manor row, Bradford 

Mutueri, Patrick, Bermondsey Nov 2: 
bldgs, Carey st 

Nic HOLLS, Epwarp, Morecambe, Lancs, Contractor Nov 
22at2 Off Rec, Trinity house lane. Hull 

Opy, ee K LIVINGSTONE, Bristol, Oil Man Nov 23 at 
12 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Ospory, Tron AS, Hornsey, Commercial Traveller Nov 22 
at 2.30 ptcy bldgs, Carey s 

Peck. el Ricuarp, Hunslet Nov 23at11 Off Rec, 22, 
Par! 


Ranaer, sms es, Shaftesbury, Dorsets, Coal Dealer 
Nov 22 at 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, 


Rk, Stroud Green Nov 24at11 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ricnanvs, Wiii1AM, Llanelly, Grocer Nov 23 at 2.30 Off 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 


Nov 22 at 


Nov 24 at 


2ati1 Bankruptcy 


Ripixe, Simon, Darwen, Lancs, Overlooker Nov 22 at3 
County Court house, B 
Sapier, CuristinA pE Wipe, Ciaphamrd Nov 24 at 12 
Bankru; bldgs, Carey st 
Nov 22 at 


Sistey, Ernest Pearce, Crewkerne, Butcher 
12. 30 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless st, Salisbury 

Sranespy, Tuomas, Derby, Cooper Nov 22at12 Off Rec, 

, St Mary’s gate, Derby 

Srin ES, Epwiy, Farnborough, Southampton, Baker Nov 22 
at12 24, Railway app, London bridge 

Sway, BeNsAny, St Alban, Herts, Dealer in Cycles Nov 23 
at 3 ff Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

THomas, » nd Aberdare, Glam, Collier Nov 23 at 2 
65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

THomrson, Geravp Curves, Offord Cluny, Hunts Nov 22 
at12 Off Rec, 14, 8t Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Tvayxen, Herbert Epw Arp, Richmond, Insurance Agent 
Nov 22 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London bridge 

West, Anniz, Chester st, Eatonsq Nov 25at 12 Bank- 


rupte' bldgs, Carey st 
Wuirer, Witiiam, wood, Glos, Carpenter Nov 23 at 
12.45 Off Rec, dwin st, Bristol 


Witsox, James, Scarborough, Butcher Novy 22 at 11.30 
Off Ree, 74, Newborough, Scarborough 

YEOMAN, Wa TER SuEPPARD, Frome, Somerset, Cycle 
Agent Nov 28at12.30 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALLEN, CHARLES Rye, Sussex, Watchmaker 
Hastings Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 12 

Baty, Jouy, Hillsborough nr Sheffield, Fruiterer Sheffield 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 1 
Decorators’ Merchants * High Court Pet Aug 18 Ord 

Barn, Frepericx, and Hexry Barn, Old Kent rd 

ov 8 

Boswett, Jasper Jousx, Leeds, Cigar Merchant Leeds 

Pet Oct 4 


Nov 9 
Cure: —_ Samvet Dopp, Edenbridge, Kent, Corn 
Tobtor Tunbridge Wells Pet Oct17 Ord Nov 10 
Crispin, Curistorner, Lowestoft, : ened Great 
Yarmouth Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 

Ferrigzzg, Josern, South Shields, Tailor Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Hensox, Joseru, Wilkes st, Gpielicite, Grocer High 
Court Pet Oct17 Ord Nov 1 


Rovers, 


Jones, Davin, Kirkdale, Siecend, Butcher Liverpool 
Oct 24 Ord Nov 11 

Kiya, Wit11am, Kensington, Cab Proprietor High Court 
Pet Ni Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Lanvav, Sackville st, 


Lanpav, Henry, and Arravr 
Tailors High Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Nov 10 
Lewr an Sugnas, Blackpool, Draper Preston Pet Nov il 


Lows, James la Baa Posh, Stick Mounter High Court 


L0! 


alter 


gavePrs | 


Fee 





98. 


ey 





2 at 10.16 
yv 22 at ll 
tt Maker 
rd 

s Nov22 
am 

22 at 8 
ifacturers 


it, Corn 
London 


23 at 11 
22 at 12 
Nov 22 at 
Yov 22 at 
cer Nov 
Rec, 95, 
cer Nov 
or Nov 
Nov 24 at 
tor Nov 
Jarpenter 
rington 

Nov 22 at 
ll Of 


Off Ree, 
nkruptey 
tor Nov 
Nov 23 at 

Nov 22 
’ Rec, 22, 


1 Dealer 
dless st, 


1 Bank- 
2.30 Off 
ov 22 at 3 
‘24 at 12 
ov 22 at 
ury 
Off Rec, 
r Nov 22 
s Nov23 
23 at 2 
Nov 22 
ve Agent 
ige 
} Bank- 
Nov 23 at 
at 11.30 


t, Cycle 
ristol 


chmaker 
Sheffield 


18 Ord 
Kent rd 


Leeds 
at, Corn 
v10 

Great 
wstle on 
r High 
iverpool 
h Court 
ville st, 
' Nov ll 
h Court 
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= 
Lowry, THOMAS, Truro, Innkesper Truro Pet Nov 10 
Ord Nov 10 


Mackexziz, Evaar Ayrrosvus, Broad st House, Geo- 
graphical Draughtsman High Court Pet Nov10 Ord 
Nov 10 

Marrix, Wittram Hartca, Inwardleigh, Devon, Farmer 


Plymouth Pet Nov 11_ Ord Nov 11 

Manrinpave, Grorer H, Bridlington Quay, Tobacconist 
Scarborough Pet Sept 2 Ord Nov9 

Mycnort, Frank, Alfreton, Butcher Derby Pet Nov 12 
Ord Nov 12 

Osnon x, WILLIAM, a Bootmaker Stockport Pet 

ov 11 Ord Noy 11 

on James, St Albans, Coachbuilder St Albans Pet 
Nov8 Ord Nov 11 

PeusLe, Evvey, Birchington, Kent, Grocer Canterbury 
Pet Sept 21 Ord Nov 11 

Rerrer, Gites, Stourpaine, nr Blandford, Farmer 
Dorchester Pet Aug 13 Ord Nov 10 

RICHARDS, beg gl | meinen Grocer Carmarthen Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov1 

SxeLToN, FRrepERIC K, Wollaston, Northamptons, Boot 
Manufacturer Northampton Pet Novi11 Ord Nov 11 

Scrron, Grorcr, Leeds, Grocer Leeds Tet Nov10 Ord 
Nov 10 

SwALLow, Joun WILLIAM, Donivaly, Fruiterer Dewsbury 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 1 

Watters, Tuomas, Ne’ va Builder Neath Pet Nov 12 
Ord Nov 12 








Warn, AnniE, Gaster st, Eaton sq High Court ” Pet 
‘ov 

hn. Beg Abert, Hereford, Clothier Hereford Pet 

nen T cat he aia k, Yorks, Quarryman Brad 
ILSON, LHOMAS, swic ori Ua) oud 
ford Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

YaRNALt, WitiaM Bent, Desfort, Leicester, Journeyman 
Saddler Lei Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 

Yeomax, Water Suerpanp, Frome, Somerset, Cycle 
Agent Frome Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 


Amended notice substituted for that peant in the 
London Gazette of Oct 7 
Wert, Jonanyn Avan, Shepherd’s Bush, Baker High 
Court Pet Oct3 Ord Oct 3 


, BANKRUPTCY pod gh AND RECEIVING 
OR ESCINDED. 


tigh Court 


Gopparp, Lg ARD, aa bcm st, Mayfair 
Ree Ord J Anaul 


une 10 Adjud June 10 Rese a 
Nov4 





Ali letters intended for sellin in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





EQUITY AND LAW 


LIFE ASSURANOB SOOCOIBTYT. 


ESTABLISHED 
- - £3,200,000. 


Funds exceed - 


1844, 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE CHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE.. 


Write for NEW PROSPEOTUS, containing full information and other important 


alterations, to 


R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, onthe. to 


rapi ‘* and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orally and . for the SOLICITORS’ and B.A. 
PRE RELIMINAR INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 


LL.B. Examinations. Terms from ‘£1 1s. per month. 
Maxy Pupivs HAVE TAKEN Honours.—For further par- 
ticulars, and copies of ‘‘ Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries ”” 
and “Hints on Criminal Law,’ address, 17, Brazenose- 
street, Aibest-cquese, Manchester. 


10 COUNTRY SOLICITORS. —Sblicitor 

__ with practical experience in formation of Companies 
is willing to act as London Agent for the purpose of ad- 
vising on and settling memorandum, articles, and con- 
tracts for moderate inclusive fee.—Lonpimium, care of 
Messrs. My & Son, Advertisement Offices, 44, Chan- 
cery-lane, indon, W.c. 


A CITY Solicitor’s Daughter has opened a 
Typing and Translation Office at 54, Outer Temple, 
Strand; general typing, 1} per folio; speciality, English 
into French ; lowest Prices. 


W -ANTED, immediately, experienced Chan- 
cery and Common Law Clerk; knowledge of short- 
hand.—Apply, by letter, Rur.anp, 69, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


(SONVEYANCING Clerk, ex 5 vin 
knowledge of company work, aa 

age 22; moderate salary; best vehennets, ~- ty vi 
Bolicitors’ Journal ”  Ofee, 27, ) Chancery-tane, W: Cc. 











N SEASIDE OFFICE.—Wanted, a General 

> af 18 to 25; shorthand and typewriting essential ; 
speed, experience, capacity, salary, wh: vi 

~&. G. &C., i Highworth, Worthing.’ ee ae. 


WEST- -END Offices (Superior) in a main 
thoroughfare between Piccadilly and Pall Mall, 5 
minutes from Charing-cross; suitable for 
engineers, architects, or a professional firms ; 
good-sized rooms as at presen i ald oe divided 
A, es ; — 7 terms.— “Apply to D. Smiru, 
AKLEY, Land Agents and Surveyors, 1 
Poll et, ae ie rs, rs, 16, Waterloo- 


, 








P SALE, 1,000 Five per Cent. Prefer- 
ence Shares of £1 each fully Lar} and 50 Founders’ 
Shares of £1 oom fully paid in the ( one Beem, ited 
= —mmnogd of the Law Journal), The intrest vo the 
erence Shares has been regularl 
cent, dividend was paid on the ro Wounies? 8) res for 
twelve months ending September 30, 1897, and a di 
Se a at 
. —Apply, by letter, to Mr. tone 
Chartered Accountant, 2, Oreed-lane, London, B.C. >.” 





SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN'’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. — 


Now ready, Second Year’s lose, in Leather, 2s. 64. net 


The Lawyer s Remembrancer & Pocket Book for 1899. 


ARTHUR POWELL, | eng 
Practice Notes, Cases, Diary and wien of 
other new features. 
“ Extremely useful” (Zhe Times). ‘“*A collection of 
information on subjects with which a lawyer has constantly 
to deal” (Law Notes). ‘* Most compendious and valuable,” 


** Indispensable” (Barristers’ Opinions). Specimen Sheet 
o—- on 2m, appieation to 
ter’s Register ’’ Office, 62, Fleet-street, E.C. 





PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS. 


W. P. THOMPSON & CO,, 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 
(and at Livunroot, Mancussrer, and Biruixenam), 


LONDON ond INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vine! oe Fersien SOLICITORS in 
TENT matters. 


PB an nity 
ATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, A.I.M.E., 
M.S.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. Patent Offices 

lane, —2 Ww. RS Patent ob- 


86 Chancery. Cc. 
tained and seemected. in all parts of the 


World. Oppositions pe Opinions end Searches 
as to novelty. 


TERMINABLE DEBENT URES. 


NATIONAL MORTGAGE AND AGENCY 
COMPANY OF NEW ZEALAND, LIMITED. 


Chairman - - - H. RB. GRENFELL, Esq. 
CAPITAL - - = £1,000,000. 
Called Up, £900,000. Uncall Unealled, £800,000. 








i aa receives yoo ee five or 
[tout pees 2 half-yearly by coupons 

attached to the Bonds. 
By the Articles io tome Debentures 
is restricted to the amount of and 


capital, 
Sb Fp tney A n Trust Deed, establishing «prefer 





ser go Be 


ject to six months’ notice —y | given by the Company. 


robe obtal xo} 
may be obtained at the 
on applics: 





Ast LONDON WATERWORKS 
COMPANY. 





Issvr or £150,000 Tourer per Cent. Desentvure Stock, 
Mixmmum Pric Price: Pan, 


Notice is hereby given that ti the Directors are prepared 


oo —_ Tendera for the above Issue (created under the 


ion Waterworks Act of 1897), interéa * 
annum, less income {agen nd redeemable 


of 25 years from the date of issue, sub- 


Tenders must be delivered at the Company’s Offices, St. 
Helen’s-place, C., not “ater than 11 
a.m. on ee ae 


y: 
and Condi th Form of Tender, 
- or will be forwarded 


tion. 
Sy Coles of Cha Sous of Directors. 
. CROOKENDEN, 


8t. Helen’ On een, E.C., 
EDE AND SON, 


ROBE 433 MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 


To Her Prey! the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
udicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns — oo, Town 
Oler lerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, oye and Clergy Gowns. 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


RIENT COMPANY’S PLEASURE 
CRUISE by their 
Steamship “LUSITANIA,” 3,912 tons register, 
To the WEST INDIES and BERMUDA, 
Embarking passengers at London (Tilbury) 11th January, 
And arriving back in London 13th March, 1899. 





The Sievtek Y laces will be visited :—TENERIFE, 
BARBADOs, TRINIDAD, GRENADA, 8T. LUCIA, 
MARTINI Que, 8 SANTA CRUZ, J ICA, CUBA 


(Santiago), BERMODA, and MADEIRA. 
afloat in Wat Indies is most like a glorious summer, 
and at such a time—when yachts and steam lai 
ee 


Fares from 75 Guineas. 





Managers: F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co, 
Head Offices : Fenchurch-avenue. 


For passage apply to the latter firm at 6, Fenchurch- 
avenue, London, E.C.; or to the West-End Branch Office, 
16, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1898. 


- ye 


uisite under the above Acts on the 
Every req supplied 








The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMORANDA snd ARTICLES 
eebiten. SHARE 
ee dlguek zal coomaned. Mo 

Solicitors’ Account Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeante’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


VALUATIONS of Modern and Old LACES. 
price Modern Real 





and full information as to the rates of for Old Point and 
obtained Manager, 8, Great | Laces, &c.—HAY WARD'S, ll, Old 
wa Tooke, Sand % ) Foedetsest. Wy a , 





a 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 19, 1898. 











NOW READY. 


55th Year of Publication. 


THE 


SOLICITORS’ 
DIARY, 


ALMANAO, 
LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 


This old. established ens hagestent 
Annual is now universally recognised 
as the most useful Legal and Com- 
prehensive Diary published. 


Prices, 3s. ¢ 6d., 5s., 6S., & 8s. 6d., 


Saoeetiog: to Diary Space and Binding ; and in the 5s., 6s., 
and 8s Editions there will be the additional features 
of a PAGED DIARY and an INDEX to same, and the 
8s. 6d. Edition is now arranged with each day’s Diary com- 
mencing on the left-hand side of the opening. 


WATERLOW & SONS, 


LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL, LONDON. 


ANTED, No. 3 of Vol. XLI. of the 

“ Solicitors’ Journal,’”’ dated November 14th, 1896, 

6d. per my Ay be paid for same at the Office, 27, Chan- 
¢cery-lane, 


GENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 


INVESTMENT COMPANY. Limrzp, 
No. 26, PALL MALL, LONDON, 8.W. 
[Removed from 5, Whitehall.) 
Established 1836. 

Share and Debenture Capital - - £639,600. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies Purchased. 

D. 4. BUMSTED, F.1.A., Actuary and Secretary. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(Estasiisuzepv 18993), 


urchase Reversion: Interests in Real and Personal 
» and Life Interests amd Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 


Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £616,525. 
The Society has moved from17 King’s Arms-yard, to 
30, COLEMAN 8T STREET, _E. c. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY PRINTERS. 


Pantramentany Bits, Mixvres or Evipgxce, Books oF 
&c. 








Rarenence, Statements or Cram, Answers, &c., 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES. 
NEWSPAPERS. 

And all General and Commercial Work. 
Every description of Printing—large or small. 
Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER. 


27, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 








TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
BR. WELSH BRANTHWAITE 
Medical Superintendent. 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY ae one ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. 
2} to 4 Guineas. 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.B.C.S. (Eng.) 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: CHAS. J. BOND, F.R.C.8. Eng., 
L.R.C.P. Lond. Principal: H. M. RILEY, Assoc. Soe. 
rm | of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Excelleat 
Legal and Medical References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK, 


Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 


Terms, 





INVESTED FUNDS - « «= £10,009,000. 
Number of Accounts, 85,094. 


TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. INTEREST allowed 
on DEPOSITS, repayable on demand. 


TWO per CENT. on CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimum Pmenthiy balances, when not drawn below £100. 


STOCKS, SHARES, and ANNUITIES purchased and 
sold for customers. 


SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
Small Deposits received, andInterest allowed monthly on 
each completed £1. 
The BIBKBECK ALMANACE, with particularr, post 


free. 
FRANCIS RAVENSCROFT, Manager. | 
Telephone No. 5, Hoiborn. 
Téegraphic Address: ‘‘ Brnxseck, Loxvoy.” 


BRAND & CO.’S 
SPECIALTIES 


For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Prepared from tinest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 





BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 5.W. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


EPP S'S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


'ULLER, HORSEY, SONS, & CASSE 
11, BILLITER SQUARE, LONDON, E.C. 
Established 1807 
AUCTIONEERS, VALUERS, AND SURVEYORS | 
oF 
MILLS AND MANUFACTORIES, 
PLANT AND MACHINERY 
WHARVES AND WAREHOUSES 
Telegraphic Ad¢ress—“ Futten, Horsey, Lonpon. 


MORTGAGES 
ON MANSIONS AND FLAT 
a Sums Investment, also on Freehold 
old Pcpetion’ Large Estates or Farms. G 
Freehold Ground-rents Wanted. Principals placed & 
direct communication with clients. 


GIBSON’S AUCTION AND ESTATE OFFICE, 


22, anne, Sr. James’, Lonvoy, 8.W. (Telepho 
27 Gerrard); Hertrorpsnize Orrices, Str. As. 
(Telephone Ho. » 4) 5 and Hanrn ENDEN. 


soatnninien _——- ae 


LONDON GAZETTE ( ublished 4 authori 
LONDON and COUNTRY VERTISEM es j 
pe tt —No. mh, CHANCERY LANE, F. 


FENRY GREEN, Advertisement page nt, 
pene the attention of the Legal Pro 
to the advantages of his long experience of Bi 
fifty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma noti 
&c., and d hereby solicits their continued support.—N& 
Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to ee and Dis 
solutions of ership, with nec 














essary 
Official stamps for advertisements and file of Lod 
Gazette’ beak. By appointment. 
INSURANCE OFFI 
Founded 1710. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.@ 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 4 
SUM INSURED IN 1897 EXCEEDS £425,000,00 
Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL yysvranoz come 
tmuarzep, FIRE. 
Established 1808. 
| 1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, ~_— melt, 8.W., and 
ry-lane, W.C. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 
E. COZENS SMITH, General Manager. 


HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LomBarp 
STREET, and 57, Cuanine-cross, Lonpox. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macpona.p, 
F. B. Macpona.p, 





Joint _ 
Secretaries, 





BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 


8. FISHER, 188, Strang 





17&18 tye aimee 


DIAMONDS, PE ARLS 


Valuatio 


; YOR THE | 
+ LEGAL # 
PROFESSIO“N 


PROBATE, 


PROMPTITUD 
Low co 2 


COLD JEWELLERY, 
PLATE MEDALS 





NN I 











| = 


